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PREFACE ° 


o DistkACTIONS and anxieties arising out of the war have | 
Laie interfered with the preparation of these Lectures for the 
| press, buteit is possible that, at certain points, the thought 
7 ‘may hgve gained in maturity by the enforced delay. — 
¥®. Readers of this volume who listened to the Gifferd Lec- 
tures in 1912 and 1913 will recognize that, in the main, the 
io ‘material ard the treatment are the same. But I have not 
is hesitated, on occasioa, to transfer a lecture or part of a lec- 
Ee ‘ture from its original place in the series, when the sequence 
of thought seemed to gain thereby in clearness and logical 
_ coherence. One or two passages also, which appeared to 
have little or no bearing on the argument as it ultimately 
took shape, have been removed. A, lecture, introductory to 
| ‘the Second Series, criticizing two recent essays on Religion, 
: has been omitted. It served at the time as a convenient 
‘illustration of the thesis of the previous year’s course, and 
it was printed shortly thereafter as an article in the H ibbert | 
Journal for October 1913. But the discussion has not 
sufficient permanent importance t to justify its retention here, 
‘and its énclusion would interrupt the course of what"is 
. intended to be a continuous argument. On the other hand, 
I fave: "tried to develop the subject more fully at points 
where the original treatment had been somewhat hurried. 
iT his applies: more 'patticalarly to ‘the lecture on ‘Tt ime and ag | 


a e 





eo "PREFACE 


“ Eternity’ nd to the critigism of M. Berg gsqi's s doctriné of | 
=e Time and its. implications in the lec ture. W hich 1 follows. 
- Here what was. originally” a single lecture has‘ grown into — 
-. tw ~ Complete success in such a region 18 unattainah le, bet 

= ok seta that fvhat is row offered i is, If some respects, amore 

: adequate handling of a peculiarly difficult subject, In Lec-_ 
ture IV, while my view of the relation of biolog gyeto physics | 


. remains unchanged, J have added some detailed criticism 


of recent neo-vitalist statements from which d wish to disso- 


ciate myself; and the discussion of Plur alism in the “ater lec- 


~ tures has been extended by including a criticism of the views © 
of Professor Howison, Dr. Rashdall, and Dr. McTaggart. 


The choice of a title has caused me some difficulty» The 


title evéntually chosen may easily be condemned as too 
‘ambitious ; but it has at least the merit of comprehensiveness, _ 





and it is also the official subject of the Lectures founded by : 


Be Lord Gifford. It has the disadvantag e--if it bea disadvan- | : 
-tage—that it does not indicate in adVance the nature of the 


conclusion reached. — But. philosophicak labels are for - the 


/ ~ most. part misleading, and the conclusion will mean more © 
to the reader if he discovers it for himself. Iam especialy a ae 


a anxious, however, that the reference to ‘ recent philosophy’ 














: should not lead anyone to suppose that the book i is merely,” a f oF 
or even primarily, an historical survey of opinion on the to 
subject: with which it deals. | There: are many, names men- 
tioned in the course of the lectures, and many theories 
es criticized, but there i is no pretence of ; an exhaustive survey, gd ee 
and: not one of the names and theories actually cited ig noe 
ntrc oduced | on historical grounds, ‘They are all employed "7 
. meal sof illuminating, either t by ainity or fee force. ae 3 








































co : os “PREFACE eed Wi a 
nor  historical,, but constructive throughout, “This method . ee 


| ol construction through criticism is the one which I have > 
: | instinctively followed im everything I have written. I do | 
net claim that it is the best method ; od SuEply desire that 
its nature be reoognized, * cae 
_., In the.present case, when contemporary discussion’ on 
: ‘the: fundamental questions of philosophy ang religion is 
peculiarly. active, the necessity is almost infposed upon ae. 
_ writer of defining his own position by reference to divergent ee LO ee 
views ahd other forms of statement. And I venture toe 
think that the value of his work is thereby increased; for 
only by stich mutual criticism, and the resulting definition => za 
fates “of the, points of difference, can we advance towards acom- a 
* mon tyiderstanding. Readers of this volume will note the 
prominence given to Professor Bosanquet’s impressive state- 
_ ment of the Idealistic position in the two volumes of his 
_ Gifford Lectures inthe University of Edinburgh. I found : : cae 
it ‘especially instructive? from time to time, to make Profes- ES SSE ts 
‘sor Bosanquet’s treatment my point ‘of. departure, because, oo 
along with the large amount of general agreement, there 
was at certain points a difference of emphasis, to say the 
_ least, in our ways of holding the Idealistic creed. The lec- A 
ue ‘ture on ‘The Criterion of Value’ and the two lectures on 
2s . _ - ‘ The Absolute and the Finite Individual ’ may be mentioned eee 
as examples of whatI mean.” yeas Eagles 
ie is: possible that some readers. may think that. T have Lede ae 
«drawn: too. frequently upon the poets. That is perhaps” Be 
: ~ question of temperament. But my “procedure was, at any oo Cee 
a o rate, quite deliberate, for I accept | Wordsworth’s description es eG 
of poetry: as ‘the breath and finer spirit. of all knowledge ’, a 
and Tam. even, ready to be persuaded by Mr. Yeat8 that ee 
‘whatever of Bidlowonty has. been made “poetry | is alone . 
sc aeemanent ce ee ee 





as oa a poocladtag: this “pretipe, I desire to thapk the Seeitas .. 
° of the University of Aberdeen for the honour they did me 
= ate appointing me to the Lectureship. It has enabled me to 
bring together the reflections of many years, and I have 
- striven, in rtturn, tor give them of my best ee 
oho my brother, Professot James Seth, who read the lec e 
“sures | in manuscript, and to Professor EL. Mackintosh, of 
~ New College, Edinburgh, and Mr. H. F. Hallett, M.A., who 
read the whole in proof, my warm thanks are also due for 


‘ their ready we) and valuable: sugg gestions. ne | 
-‘Unersiry OF ‘Epipurcx, : a | ses 
| December 20, » 1916. ae ie Pa 


Sy ee: BiG. ote bel Se akl iu a tte Le. oe ae ee oe boeame Ss 


. The. raception bonded to these Lectures encourages me 
ea to hope that the book may continue to be found of service 
for some time. The call for a new edition has come while | 
publishers are still hampered by difficulties of production — 
and by the accumulations of the war. In these circum-_ 
stances it has been decided to print the present edition from We 
the plates of the ‘American edition issued in 1917. This has cae 
: made it impossible to introduce into the text more than vere 
bal corrections, but I have been able to add, by way of ap- 

: pendix, | a few supplementary. notes referring to the more, + 

_ important criticisms and discussions to which the volume 
has. given rise. Any attempt at mediation in a ‘difficult dis- ie a 
pute is ‘necessarily. exposed to attack from both sides, and 
_ this has happened to my attempt, in the second series of - 
Lectures, to balance the claims of the ‘Absolute and the 
individual. or of moni&m and pluralism. But I have met 
with: nothing to. shake my confidence in the fundamental 
_ positions and. lines of argument to ) which T had. committed — : 


Shy ee age 
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-... gaind the achievements which gaye him so conspicuous a 
« . place ite the history of thought. It has seemed to me there- 
-. fore noé inappropriate to begin these lectures by some refer- 
ence to Hume’s pronouncement on those ultimate questions 
which Lord* Gifford had in view in the foundation of this 
_.. Iectureship. The more so as we are not left in this matter 
to. deductions, more or less probable, from Hume’s general 
theory of knowledge; he has dealt with the theistic problem 
explicitly and at length in his Dialogues concerning Natural | 
Religion, a work to which his biography shows that he 
attached unusual importance as the deliberate and-carefully = 
_ tweighed expression of his conclusions on the greatest of all — Bes 
themes. Although Hume’s mode of stating the question, 
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Tne Se background to our further discussion. And although eo 
ap do not. intend these lectures to be primarily historical oe 
: in claracter, a certain amount of historical orientation is 
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os The first. course of lectures was delivered during | the e University » ses. nie ae 
iba, bot Ia : i Lies fe ee 





2a _HUME'S § -BIALOGUES” Paes, LECT. 
“tndlapensable if bate to enable us to ‘understand oy the eo 
question takes for us to-day the form it does. - 
The history. of Hume’s Dialogues is indeed * curious, and — 
cae fortunes of the work have been, perhaps, hardly cqmn- 
-mensutafe-with the care taken by its author to ensure its _ 
~ survival. It was written inthe maturity of Hume’s powers, _ 
when he was completing his revision of his youthful con- 
clusions insmetaphysics-and ethics and bidding a final 
farewell to philosophical speculation ; and in his corre- | 
_ spondence with Gilbert Elliot of Minto there is interesting — 
evidence of the pains he bestow ed,gon the balance of the | 
argument. The terms in which he speaks of, it are more 
- appropriate to a personal document than to a purely literary — 
performance. ‘’Tis not ‘long ago’, he writes, ‘I bugned an _ 
old mafiuscript book, wrote before I was twenty, whjch con- 


tained page after page the gradual progress of my thoughts 
on that head. It began with an anxious search after argu- 
ments to. confirm the common opinion; doubts stole in, — 


: dissipated, returned ; were again dissipated, returned again; 
and it was a perpetual struggle of a restless irnngenatia 
. against inclination, perhaps against reason,’ 4 eae ee 
To Philo is assigned in the Dialogues the part of the 
a sceptical objector—what Hume here describes as the strug- - 
_ gle of a restless imagiffation—and because Philo’s. sceptical : 
arguments are so entirely. consonant. with the general tenor | 
of Hume’s philosophy, it has been too common to take his oe 


















“utterances as representing by themselves Hume’s” own 


attitude | to. ‘the question oder. discussion. But this is to_ 


ignore: both. the carefully constructed balance. of the Dia- ua 
— logues and their avowed and. deliberate conclusion. — ‘Hume 
_ aanits, | in the Jeter, already quoted, that. the part of Philo ae 
is one which admirab el his rt i ‘must : 
ih 2S if J‘ thartt all 
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A pailies his ingenious friend’ ’ on the ‘too luxuriant fertility sa 

of his invention, which ‘ suppresses his natural good sense 7 
bya profusion | of unnecassary scruples and objections ’, and oe 
on, the ‘ strange lengths ’ to which his ‘ spirit of controversy, ae ee a 
joined to his abhorrence of vulgar superstition “has carried 
him in ‘the course of the argument, we seem to hear the. 2) 
“echoes of ‘one of Gilbert Elliot's letters at the time of the oo. 
“composition of the work. Hume'replied to his correspond- 


, ent that he wished his friend lived near enough to sustain in 


actual discussién the role of Cleanthes, the philosophical - 
- theist. Cleanthes, he explicitly says; is the hero of the piece, 


and he is anxious to see his position strengthened, if that be 
possible, against his own sceptical doubts in the mouth of 


- Philowe He admits ‘the strong propensity of the mind’ tow 
ao wards éhe theistic conclusion, but he fears that ° unless that 


“propensity were as strong and universal as that to believe in 
our senses and experience, it will be esteemed a suspicious 
foundation’. ‘’Tisshere’, he proceeds, “TI wish for your 





- Hgares} in the clouds, our faces in the moon, our passions and 


sentiments even in inanimate matter.’ - There is good evi- 


~ dence, therefore, that Hume’s purpose in the Dialogues was 


- ne “eotly serious, and the work asa whole i 1S perhaps the most : oe ae ” 
intimately personal expression of his views which we pos- 
sess. It appears to be the outcome of something like a. pers ee 
sonal’ need to probe the question to the bottom, and to set. ee 
- down as carefully and dispassionately as possible, both the uno 


_ positive and the negative results.) 








_ assistance ; we must endeavour to prove that this propensity | ee a 
is somewhat different from our inclination {o find our own © 


_ This is the view which is naturally cubeested by the hig oe 
“tory of the manuscript and the deliberate publication of the: 
volume as the philosopher’ s last bequest to the world he Was Soe 
aig” For twenty-seven years Hume kept the omfanu- Jb 
_ Seript by him. Rumours: of the existence of such a work: 
‘the | terrible David’ shad got abroad. ls negative — are 





























as Hume calls them, seem to have found the volume less 
_ formidable in reality than in apprehension. Perhaps. the 
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results v were < exnggerated be a natural shorn ference, and : = 
its. possible, appearance was regarded by the upholders of 

wn religion with undisguised panic. When Hume “sounded his 
friend Adam Smith, whom he had made his literary exegqu- 


tor, he “four ed him unwilling #o incur the odium of editing : 
the book. Even his publislter, Strahan, to whom in conse- 


: quence he transferred his manuscripts, declined the task.” 


But with characteristic quiet. determination the“dying man 
“had: provided even for this contingency, ordaining in a last: 
codicil to his will that, if still unpublished within two years 


. and a half after his death, the sheets should be returned to 
his” nephew David, ‘whose duty in publishing them as the 
_ last request of his uncle must be approved by all the world ’. 

By his nephew, therefore, the Dialogues were eventually 


published in 1779. The reception of the book was @some- a 


Ss Gye eee | * 


what ironic commentary upon the alarm of the orthodox _ a 
and the elaborate precautions of the author. ‘Phe zealots, = 






delicate rapier-play c of the discussion, though touching to the 46 
quick the vital points of the great issue, was at too Ol ympian: 
a distance from the bludgeon-work of contemporary theo- 


~~ logical controversy to cause them serious concern. A German ee 
_ translation, however, cafe into Kant’s hands just as he was ' a 
~ beginning the final draft of the Critique of Pure Reason, and 


his. repeated references to Hume’s. arguments, in the Pros 


: sane, two years later, show how carefully he ! had studied 


But from that time till this the Dialogues have hardly 


received either from friend | or foe the prominence they 
_ deserve, both as the sincerest expression of Hume’s personal 
position and as a searching analysis of the theistic problem— 
an analysis which, in spite of its eighteenth-century man- 
, potions and turns of phraseology, significantly anticipafs at 
certain points ‘the lines. on which r Subsequent: controversy 
has. moved. Doe eRe Fag oe 











THE CHARACTERS AND THE ARGUMENT — 


“It is not myepurpose ‘here to fellow, all the windings oo 
- Hume's discussion, or even to appraise the value of ‘the 


arguments used on either side of the debate. Some of the 


mere significant of these we may have to return to later, for 


_ Hume’s statement of a position is often elassical.~ “My pres-_ 


cent purpose is rather to bring out the main lines on which 
‘the discussion moves, the decisive considerations on which 
it turhs, and, as far as possible, the precise nature of the 
conclusion arrived at. The very differences between Hume’s 
method of stating the question and those which seem natural - 


eed Ge eect to usswill prove, I think, instructive for 


our further discussion; and the strangely unsatisfying char- 
acter of his conclusion, even in its most positive aspect, must : 
cat least help us to realize what we mean by the existence of | 
- God—what the idea of God stands for in our conception of 
the universe and in our attitude towards life. 

The characters in the Dialogues are three in number, 
- Cleanthes and Philo, already mentioned, and Demea, 
_ described in the Introduttion as the representative of ‘rigid 
- inflexible orthodoxy’. Demea is introduced more as a foil 
to the other two than as making any serious contribution to 
the determination of the question. His treatment by his 
- fellow-disputants is more or less ironic throughout, and he is 


= Represented as retiring in ill-concealed displeasure when his 


_ two opponents reveal the extent of the ground they hold in 
common, and before the remarkable attempt made in Oe 
 camcludiig section to reach a frank adjustment of their” 


- differences. Demea’s diatribes against ‘ mere human rea-_ ae ae yee 


_son’ and ‘ ‘the infirmities of human ynderstanding’, which | 
make the nature of God ‘altogether incomprehensible and | 
~ unknown to us’, are skilfully exploited by Philo at the outset 
of the discussion i in a sceptical or agnostic interest, and it is 
certain that the literary play of the dialogue would suffer by 
~ Demea’ s absence. But the philosophical interest of the work — 





alles i in n the ¢ encounter of Philo and Cleanthes, | in the e gradual 
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: development nae progressive reatement? @t the arg sumerit 
between them according to the admissions of eac h disputant | 
, to his opponent. © Sa, Seal oe ngs | 
The modern veadée who has Hume’s as reputation 

~ in mind, &d who temembers also the absolute scepticism 


- which is the outcome of Htime’s phil osophy as a whole, wae os 


probably, be surprised to find that ‘ the being of. a God’ 
not. disputed 1 by any of the combatants. On the nee: 
it is their common assumption. Philo no less than Demea — 
| emphasizes the position that ‘surely where “reasonable men 
_ treat these subjects, the question can never be concerning 


~ the Being, but only the Nature of the Deny « Fle accepts _ | 


the former asa‘ fundamental truth ’, as ‘ unquestionable and. 
self-evident ’, and recalls with approbation Bacon’s scroturel 
classification of the atheist with the fool. But the reader’s 
~ natural surprise ‘at the unchallenged admission of so seem- — 


ingly important a position is soon lessened by finding how . ce 


ttle the admission really amounts to--to no more, indeed 
; than a barely formal acknowledgement. aS Nothing. exist. 


|| fundamental article of agreement, ‘and the original cause 
fiof this universe (whatever it be) we call God, and piously 
Nascribe to him every species. of perfection.” So formul ated, 
* the being of a God in¥olves no more than Locke’s s jejune’ 
- proposition ‘ Something must be from. eternity ’, teand iteig © 
evident that everything depends on what we are warranted 
an. concluding as to the nature of the so-called divine Being." 
| This i is the avowed subject of the Dialogues. — ote a 
The debate i is started by Demea, whose disparagement of 

human ; ‘reason, in comparison with the claims of authority 
and revelation, gives Philo an opening for developing the... 
thesis in a purely sceptical direction by arguments 1 familiar 
So tery. reader of the: > Treatise or the Enquiry. a ‘is a 






















. ides: and Spinoza. ce MeTaeeay, 







1 without a cause,’ says Philo, by yay, of ‘interpreting this a 


; . 


: "SCEPTICISM as AsBASIS OF FAITH 7 


pleasure to me, says Philo, that, just reasoning and soun nd: eee 


: piety here concur in the same conclusion, and both of theni | 


establish thé adorably mysterious and incomprehensible na- 


ture of the Supreme Being.’ This attempt ‘ to erect religious 


faith on philosophical scepticism’ (so Cleanthes &céurately : 
_. describes it) irresistibly - recalls the similar movement in 


“English philosophy a century later, connected with the 


_ fames of Hamilton and Mansel; which found”its natural i 
sequel in the more complete Agnosticism of Herbert 


_ Spencer. Deniea, like Sir William Hamilton, offers to ‘ cite 
all the divines almost,<from the foundation of Christianity’ 
in support of his conclusion that, ‘ from the infirmities of hu- 


. man understanding,’ the oe of God is ‘ altogether incom- 
ns prehensible ole and casas tous’. “And, like Mansel, he adds, © 


that though we ‘piously ascribe to him every species of 
perfection ’ ‘we ought never to imagine that we comprehend 
the attributes of this divine Being, or to suppose that his 


__ perfections have any analogy or likeness to the perfection of 
a human creature. Wisdom, Thought, Design, Knowledge: _ 
these we justly ascribe to him because these words are 
‘honourable among men, and we have no other language or 
ces other conceptions by which we can express our adoration of | 
him. But let us beware lest we think that our ideasanywise = 
_ * .correspond to his perfections, or tHat his attributes have any 
resemblance to those qualities among men.’ The reply of a 
- Cleanthes to this insidious method of argument must be” 
accepted by any serious disputant as_ conclusive: ‘The + 
‘Deity, I can readily allow, possesses many powers and attri- re 
- butes of which we can have no comprehension ; but if our 
eet ideas, so far as they | go, be not just and adequate, and corre- 
_ spondent to his real nature, I know not what there is in his oe: 
ea _ subject worth insisting on. Is the name without any mean- : 
a ~ ing” of such mighty importance? | Or how do you Mystics, 
oe He - who maintain the absolute incomprehensibility of the Deity, 
_ differ from a Sceptics 0 or r Atheists, 5 who. assert that the: Att pe 
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‘Moreover: if they had any meaning, | ‘why. may not the 
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i cause of all i is unknown and Gareuieb le? >? alt is not, how- | 
ever, till late in the discussion that Demea suddenly discov- | 
ers that Philo, his assiduous ally, ds ‘secretly 4 more dan- 
o gerous enemy than Cleanthes himself ’, pane soon afterwands 
takes o¢cdston to leave the company. | 


Before his departure he thad made a second attempt to 


_ bring the discussion back to ‘that simple and sti blime argu-— 
ment a priori, which, by-offering to us infallible le demon-. 
stration, cuts off at once all doubt and diff fieulty ’. a this 
- Demea means the traditional ontological” argument 
sa necessarily existent Being who carsies the REASON of fe 
_ existence i in himself, and who cannot be supposed not to exist 


without an express. contradiction ’. 3ut however they may. 
differ otherwise, Philo and Cleanthes are at one in per- 


- emptorily rejecting this mode of argument as illegi#imate. 
‘Hume has elsewhere anticipated Kant’s famous criticism of 
the argument, by pointing out that existence is rfot an addi- et 
_ tion to the content of any idea. And the argument, at least 

in its traditional form, has. not survived their joint attack. 
Here Hume is content to rest his case on the distinction, so es ae 
fundamental 4 in fhe Enquiry, between ‘matters of fact’ and 
‘relations of ideas’. ‘ Nothing that is distinctly conceivable 
ie ‘implies a séntradiction: Whatever we conceive as existent, _ 
we can also conceive as® non-existent. There is no beitig,. * 





therefore, whose non-existence implies a contradiction. ates 
The words, there fore, necessary existence, have no meaning.’ 


eaateriay universe be the necessarily, existent Being?’ 


Hume's rejection of the conception of abstract or abisaluté no 
, “necessity. has been sustained by subsequent thought. Neces- 8 
sity is essentially relative, and expressible i in the form of the — ee 
hypothetical judgement—If A, then B. One fact may imply oo . 
a another, ‘SO that (on the basis of experience at least) we Thay oo 
~ reason i in this logical. form. from. the existence or. nature of e ae 
_ one set of facts to the exist ence | or “nature e of another s set of en 
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; facts. But that the totality of facts which we call the uni- 
_ verse should exist at all—or as Demea puts it, that some: 
thing should exist rather than nothing—that is simply an 
ultimate fact to be. accepted as such. There may be reason- . 
ing within this Fact as to the concatenation tid * mutual 
ta dependence of its parts, but with the existence of the Fact 
ottself reasoning has nothing to do. If any one prefers to. : | 
use the term universe for the sum of created or dependent 
beings, he may, of course, refund the universe into God as 
‘its creative source: but the position of affairs is in nowise 
altered, save as regards the : name of the ultimate Fact. God 
does not reason Himself into existence; He simply is. Mod- : a 
-.ern logic recognizes the ultimate categorical judgement which 
-underties all hypothetical judgements or logical necessities; 
and asy attempts that have been: made to rehabilitate the — 


ontological mode of proof have really transformed it beyond 
recognitior’, and must be dealt with on their own merits." 


-. - The vital discussien in the Dialogues turns from beginning __ 

oe to end round the argument from design or final causes. It 

is introduced in Part II by Cleanthes with a certain impa- | 
_ tience as the only argument worthy of serious consideration. 


ae ‘Not to lose any time in circumlocutions, said Cleanthes, 


. T: shall. briefly explain how I conceive this matter. ‘Look - Shee 
' round the world: contemplate the whole and every part of - 
‘it: you will find it to be nothing but one great machine, 4 a 


e subdivided into an infinite number ‘OF lesser machines, which — 


“a Tf we speak, as we may intelligibly do in. another connexion, of God 


a ; : as necessarily existing, we mean, by the phrase, that the character of the — 
oe ke orld) as known to us, is such that it can only have its source in a Being.” 
defined as we ordinarily define God. God, im other words, is a necessary. 


hypothesis to explain the nature of our experience. This is a logical 
inference af the ordinary type, and it may or may not be legitimate ; Sut. 


the, necessity which we claim refers entirely to the relation of the con- 
_.-¢lusign to its premisses within our knowledge, and has nothing to do- 
es oo with the extraordinary attempt. of the ontological argument. towdeduce | 
existence from essence, as if God’s nature could be made, in some mys- 
_ 'ferious fashion, the foundation or prius of his existence. ‘I am’ ‘ot 
ao 38 am y that 1 a am Tithe: universe = exists and i its nature is | what iti is. oe 
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- again: nadmit of subdivisions, toa degree beyond aha? human ai 


| - ‘senses and faculties can trace and explain. All these various 


machines, and even their most miryite parts, ar€ adjusted to 
each other with an accuracy, which ravishes into admiration 
: all meni, Who have ever contemplated them. The curious 
adapting of means to ends, throughout all nature, resembles _ 
os exactly, though it much exceeds, the productions’ of human’ 


— contrivancé; of human designs, thought, wisdoni, and -intel- 
ligence. Since therefore the effects resemble each other, we 
are led to infer, by all the rules of analogy “that the causes 
also resemble: and that the Author gf Nature is somewhat 
similar to the mind of man; though possessed of much 


2 larger faculties, proportioned to the grandeur of the work. 


_ which he has executed. By this argument a postertosi, and | 


by this argument alone, do we prove at once the existence of 


a Deity, ’ and his similarity to human mind and intelligence.’ . te : ie 
| In reply to this confident and somewhat dogmatic state- _ | 
ment, Philo, in Hume’s own speculative vein, develops 
a number of objections calculated to weaken the force of 
_ the analogy, thereby reducing the conclusion to ‘a guess, eee 
He. conjecture, a presumption ’, or even to impugn the validity 2c ey 





of the reasoning altogether. Some of these are repeated 1 ue 
his other works, and are of classical importance in the his-_ 


tory of theistic controversy. But in Part III Cleanthes, 


again: with a touch of impatience, brushes aside the objec- 
- tions as due to an affectation of scepticism on Philo’ §: part ek 
_ rather than to any real difficulty i in the subject-matter. Itis 
“Snot necessary, for example, to prove the similarity of the 
_ works of Nature to those of Ari," because this similarity i is 
_ self-evident and ‘undeni&ble ’. es ' Consider, anatomize the eye; 

me its structure and « contrivance; and tell me, fgom your 

wn feeling ee of a 1 contriver does not it sencaeatoly : 
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4a this obvious conclusion® Philo’ Ss ‘ sifting, inquisitive dis:: eet Oe 
position’ suffers, he suggests, ‘ from too luxuriant a fertility . 
which suppresses [his] natural good sense by a profusion of = : 
| unnecessary scruples and “objections ’. At this point we dre eh 
- told ‘ Philo was a little embarrassed and confounded’, asif — | | 
this shaft of Cleanthes had gone,home ; and for the interpre- Cri ae 
--tation of the Dialogues this little dramatic touch i is of some ey 
: significances _ ‘The statement of Cleanthes i is, toa consider- Se eS 
able extent, Hume’s own criticism, as ‘a practical man of 
~ common sensee,’ of the speculative difficulties which he 
makes it his business toraise. Asheisreportedtohavesaid ==. 
ona memorable occasion: ‘ Though I throw out my specula- Bie 
tions to entertain the learned and metaphysical world, yetin 
‘other things I do not think so differently from the rest of the 
“ae world as you imagine.’ We find, as a matter of fact, in the 
: concluding section of the Dialogues when, after the depar- 
- ture of Demea, Philo talks with Cleanthes as one man with 
another, that he states his frank acceptance of the argument 
from design in terms as strong and unqualified as those of — 
- Cleanthes himself. But for the present ‘ while he hesitated’ 
in delivering an answer, luckily for him, Demea broke in 
ae upon the discourse, and saved his countenance’. aie 
This diversion leaves Philo free to develop his sceptical — ae 
Ee ‘and naturalistic vein in Parts LV te VIII, some of the most 
eee characteristic sections of the work. He elaborates the diffe oe 
es culty of stopping in the causal regress. ‘A mental world, = 
er universe of ideas, requires a cause as. much as doesa 
material world or universe of objects.’ Ifwe say thatthe = 
different ideas which compose the reason of the Supreme 
ee Being fall into order, of themselves atid by their own nature, 
 fwhy is it not as good sense to say that the parts. of the 
a material ‘world fall into order, of themselves and by their oe 
ee oveemeiurer = It may’ be permissible i in science ‘ to ee en 


ce eee eae 






od ‘He ‘claims this title for himself i in ‘the e concluding : section. 
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. So rticular affects by more e general Causes’, but it cannot be ee 
‘satisfactory ‘ to explain a particular effect by a particular — 
cause, which was no more to be accounted for than the effect 
, oitself.’." = | | | o 
‘He retegns to elaboiate the contention that Thought is 
: only. one of a number of ¢ powers or energies in nature, | 
whose effects are known, but whose essence is‘ incompre-- 
. hensible ’. *‘ In this little corner of the world alone, there are 
four principles, Reason, Instinct, Generation, l’egetation.’ 
The world resembles a living creature, an animal or a veg-— 
- etable, perhaps more than it resembles s amachine, ‘ and if Cle- 
lanthes demands the Cause of our great vegetative or genera- 
tive faculty, we are equally entitled to ask him the Cause of 
_ his great reasoning princifile.’ For, after all, ‘ reason, in its 
Internal. fabric and structure, is really as little knowg TOUS. 2.- 
; as instinct or vegetation ’.* — as | 
Ina striking panama Hume anticipates othe. evolu- he 
= tionary view of the gradual perfecting of organic: adjust- 
ments through the progressive modification of more ‘primi. 
‘tive forms. ‘If we survey a ship, what an ex alted idea must ei oe 
- we form of the*ingenuity. of the carpenter, who framed so. 
, complicated, useful, and beautiful a machine? And what 
_ surprise must we feel, when we find him a stupid mechanic, _ 
who imitated others, and copied an art, which, througha. 
a long § succession of ages, after multiplied trials, mistakes, cor- 
a rections, deliberations, and controversies, had been gradually on 
e improving? | Many worlds, might have been | botched and) os, 
_ bungled, throughout an eternity, ere this system was struck 
- out: much labour lost: many fruitless trials made: and 
me aslow, but continued ‘ifiprovement carried on during infinite a ae 
- ages in the art of world-making.’ * _ Applied to the human 
eye, 3 as developed from the pigment spots of lower creatures, cf aha 
_ this ig the argument urged by Huxley and others egeinst 
P aley and his. Almighty Watchmaker. And in another oa 
Concluding words 0 Part Ive, 5, + Part VIL ae Part Iv. . Bos , : 


asec 
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“section, in which he elalforates a modern’ version of! ‘the old» 
Epicurean hypothesis ’ of the origin of the world ‘ from the © 
eternal revqlutions of unguided matter ’, Hume turns the | 
tables upon the ordinary" teleological theory by a statement _ 
oftthe modern view of adaptation and the cons equent sur- 
vival of the fittest. ‘It is in vain to insist upon the uses of | 


the parts in animals or vegetables and their curious a djust- me 


ment to each other. I would fain know how-an animal » 
could subsist, unless its parts were so adjusted? Do we not 
find, that it immediately perishes whenever this adjustment 
ceases, and that its matter corrupting tries some new form,’ ? . 
Hence even the old Epicurean hypothesis, he adds, ‘ though — 
commonly, and I believe, justly, esteemed the most absurd 
system that has yet been proposed¢, may be made with a few 
-alterafions to bear a faint appearance of probability... 

For ‘himself, Philo is made to say that he is attracted by 
the ancient theory of a world-soul, and were he obliged to 
defend any speculation, he esteems ‘none more plausible 
than that which ascribes an eternal inherent principle of | 


” 


order to the world ’.? “But the truth is ‘we have no data 


7 establish any system of cosmogony._ Our experience, so_ 
_ imperfect i in itself, and so limited both in extent and dura- 
tion, can afford us no probable conjecture concerning the 
_ whole of things.’ This, says Philo, is the topic on which I 


have all along insisted. | * Each disputant triumphs in his : ue La 
_ turn,’ “but all of them on the whole prepare a complete tris eat 


_ mph for the Sceptic.’ A total Suspension of judgement i is, 
_ here our only reasonable resource.’ wt 


Amid all this fire of criticism and brilliant improvisation ee sees 


of vivid hypotheses, Cleanthes remains by his original thesis — 
quite: unmoved. He compliments Philo on the fertility. ob 


his inventfon—‘ So great is your fertility of invention, that ‘ oe 
ies Pa yOl (p. 428). c oo 

* Close of Part VI. ‘And it may be noted that he repeats this’ as the i 
- most. plausible view at. the close of. Part VI, where this Patt of f ttie yee 


| argument 5 reaches its conclusion. 
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| ae am not ashiined: to meunowledee myself e le on a | 
: eudden, to solve regularly, such out-of-the-way difficulties SS 


as you incessantly start upon me: though clearly see, 


_ in general, their fallacy and error.” Looking at the subject 


| practically, i in short, as a matter for reasonable belief ‘or | 


i disbelief, he invokes Phila’ $s. own serious and considered a 4 
ue judgement against the ‘ ‘whimsies ’ he has del livered, whim- es 


. sies whichshe must be sensible ‘ may puzzle but cannot con- 





vince us’.*. And this appeal i is not in vain, for even before ae 


the final rapprochement, we find, in the significant chapter _ 





which follows, on the moral attributes of the Deity, that a 


Philo makes this unreserved admissidn : ‘ Formerly when we _ 
argued concerning the natural attributes of intélligence and 
_ design, I needed all my sceptical and metaphysical subtilty’ 
to elude your grasp. In many views of the universe, and 





of its parts, particularly the latter, the beauty and fithess of a 
- final causes strike us with such irresistible force, that all = 
- objections appear (what I believe they really” are ) mere a? 
- cavils and sophisms,’ And this is mofe than confirmed in __ 
the frank give-and-take of the two disputants in the conclude. ° 29) 
ing section, where Hume seems to lay aside his sceptical = 
- mask and let us see for a few moments his individual belief a 
On the great question in debate. ‘Your spirit of contro- 


__-versy,’ says Cleanthes ‘ingthe opening of that section, ‘ joined : 





ea tO your abhorrence of. vulgar superstition, carries yous. | 
- strange lengths, when engaged in an argument.” ce must | oe ae 
confess, replied Philo, that I am less cautious on. the subject: 20052 








-man of common-sense and because no one, I am confident, 





whom I live in ‘unreserved intimacy; you are sensible! 










_ of Natural Religion than on any other; both because [know ae 
that E can never, on that head, corrupt the principles | ofany 


: ia whose eyes I appear aman of common-sense, willever 
mistake my intentions. You, in particular, Cleanthes, with a 


notwithstanding the freedom of my conversation, and 1 my 2 
ee ' Close of Part Vi i ee 
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oa a of singular argumehts, no one ‘has a | deeper sense of: 


religion impres’ed on his’ mind, or pays more profound : 


- adoration to ¢he Divine Being, as he discovers himself to: 
reason, in the inexplicable contrivance and artifice of Nature. 
ae A purpose, an intention, a design strikes everywhere the 
'- most careless, the most stupid thjnker ; and no man can be > 


a SO hardened in absurd systems, as at all times to reject i 


All the sciences almost lead ys insensibly to” “acknowl-: 
| edge a ‘first intelligent Author ; and their authority is often so.’ 
much the greater, as they do not directly profess that inten- 
tion.’ The suspension of judgement which he formerly 


_ advocated he now pronounces impossible. ‘The existence 
| of a Derry is * plainly ascertained by reason.’ | 


' Inconsistent as it may appear with the general tenor of 


" Hume’s ; philosophy, there is no doubt that this conclusion is 
neither due to the literary art of the dialogue nor is it an 


insincere concession to public opinion. It is to be found in 
_ all his works in which the question is touched, and every- 
- where it is presented as, the one sufficient foundation for. 
... rational religion as opposed to the ‘ superstition’ which his 
. soul loathed. Thus in a note appended to the Treatise he 
. gays: ‘ The order of the universe proves an omnipotent mind. ; 
_ Nothing more is requisite to give a foundation to all the 
articles of religion. ’3 Similarly not tong after, ina letter of | 
1744, he defines rational religion as ‘ the practice of morality 
oo oand the. assent of the understanding to the proposition that — 
Ne _ God exists’. In the Enquiry, i in the important section ‘ ‘OL. 
‘a Particular Providence and of a Future State’ he says (in 
fas the” transparent disguise of an Epicurean philosopher ) that : 
‘the chief or sole argument for a divtne existence Cohic : 


- oT never qugstioned) is derived from the order of nature’ 


And z again, the ‘ Natural History of Religion ’ opens with a 


: distinction between two questions. in Tegard to religionwits 


ee Book I, Part Wl, section 14, Green and Grose’s edition, P. 456. 
nae aE Hill Burton’ 5 fe of Hume, vol. i, Pe 162. oy . 
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| ® | 
s foundation’ in reason and its origin in humap nature. ‘ Hap- 


* pily’, says Hume, ‘the first question, which is the most 
important, admits of the most okvious, at leat, the clearest 
solution. The whole frame of nature bespeaks an intelligent 
Author, end no rational enquirer can, after serious reflection, 
| suspend his belief a moment with regard to the primary 
| principles of genuine Theism and Religion.’ ‘This is pos- 
_ sibly mofe strongly phrased than Hume migiit at all times 
be willing to approve of ; but the consensus of passages from 
his various writings puts beyond reasonablé doubt his sincere | 
adherence to what he calls ‘geguine Theism’* and his _ 
acceptance of the argument from design as itssational basis. _ 
Professor Huxley speaks of Hume’s * shadowy and incon- 
sistent Theism’. Further examination will diminish our 
surprise at Hume's apparent inconsistency, while it dimin-— 
ishes at the same time our sense of the value of this ‘ specu-_ 


lative tenet of Theism’,? to which he apparently assigns so.” 


_ important a position as the foundation of rational piety. It 
_ will be observed that the argument+in the Dialogues has been 
uniformly and 1 exclusively based on the evidences of order _ 
and design in°external nature, and the conclusion reached 
- was concerned, in Hume’s phrase, solely with ‘the natural _ 


attributes of intelligence and design’. Similarly. in the. | 
‘Natural History of *Religion ’ he distinguishes sharply 
_ between contemplation of ‘the works of nature’*—which 


: irresistibly suggests ‘ one single being who bestowed exist- 
+ ence and order on this vast machine and adjusted all its parts | 


e according to one regular plan or connected system. mand 


‘ consideration of ‘ the conduct of events, or what we may call. 
the plan of a particn ar providence ’, , where the impression 


“produced is strangely different. Two sections ef the Dia- 7 





-logues & Parts X and. XI) are accordingly devoted to an 
a examination of the bhenamens 0 of man Hfe and iaey a on 


ao ck “* Dialogues Ba ‘x0: es bid, 
eel ae 2 cn vol. ii 4 (Green and | Grose). oe ae 

































5 * es. 3 DHE MISERY" OF MAN soy 


bearing deat on ‘the moral attributes of the Day. his 


justice, benevolence, mercy and rectitude’. ‘ ee » Says 
Philo, ‘T find myself at ease in mya argument,’ 
The discussion at this point takes its rise in a charapterist 
attempt of Demea to found the truth of teligion on man’s 
‘ consciousness of his own imbécility and misery’. In 


Part X, he and Philo vie with one another in the darkness 


of the colours i in which they paint the misery of human and 


all animal life. ‘ A perpetual war is kindled amongst all 


living creatures. © Necessity, hunger, want, stimulate the 
strong and courageous. *Fear, anxiety, terror, agitate the 
weak and infirm. The first entrance into life gives anguish 
ta the new-born infant and to its wyetched parent. Weak- 
ness, impotence, distress, attend each stage of that life: and 
tis at laet finished in agony and horror.’ And even “when 
man by combination in societies is able to surmount all his 


_ real troubles, he immediately raises up for himself imaginary 


enemies, the demons ofshis fancy, who haunt him with super- 


-stitious terrors and blast évery en joyment of life. Society 
itself becomes the source of the most poiggant miseries. 
“Man is the greatest enemy of man. Oppression, injustice, 
: ie cone, violence, sedition, war, calumny, 9 


other.’ “Whether we took at the tone catalogue of physical © 
diseases, at the mental torments of the passions and emo- - 


tions, or at the labour and poverty which are the lot of the 


vast majority of mankind, we are driven to ask how a world | 
like this can be traced to a Being in whom infinite power 
oh and wisdom are united with perfect gpodness. ‘In what 
_ respect ’, says Philo, ‘ do his benevolence and i mercy resemble _ 
the benevolence and mercy of men? ... None. but we 
s Mystics, as you were pleased to call us, can account rene 
‘this strange mixture of phenomena, by deriving it. fr8m" 
eee attributes, infinitely perfect, but incomprehgnsible.’ — When — 
ae — Cleanthes 1 unmasks the covert atheism ¢ of such: an » argument, 
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ao and asks: ‘To what purpose establish the natural attributes 


_of the Deity, while the moral are still doubtful and uncer- 
tain?’ Demea thinks to save the situatiot in the usual. 
orthodox fashion. ‘ This world is but a point in comparison 
of the Waiverse: ¢his life fut a moment in com parison of 
eternity. The present *evil phenomena, therefore, are 
rectified in other regions and in some future period of 
existence. And the eyes of men, being then opened to 
larger views of things, see the whole connexion of general 
laws; and trace, with adoration, the “benevolence and 
rectitude of the Deity, through allethe mazes and intricacies 
of his providence.’ ‘No!’ replies Cleanthes, with a vehe- 

ment disclaimer of this crooked logic, * these arbitrary sup- 
positions can never be admittec | contrary to mattereof fact, 
visiblé and uncontroverted. Whence can any eause be 

known but from its known effects? Whence can any hy- —— 


pothesis be proved but from the apparent phetomena? Pg, 


establish one hypothesis upon anothes, is building entirely in| 
the air.’ He is prepared, however, to deny Demea’s exag- 
gerated pessimism as contrary to experience. ‘Health is 
more common than sickness, Pleasure than pain, Happiness 
than misery. And for one vexation which we meet with, 
we attain, upon computation, a hundred enjoyments.’ But 
Philo reminds him (‘what he should have himself remem- 
dered i in his pessimistic disquisitions) that it is impossible, in 
strictness, to estimate and compare all the pains and all the 

, Blesenee in the lives of all mankind, or of all living creatures, | 
~ and to weigh the one against the other. Sucha valuation of 
life must be matter of individual opinion, resting largely on 
-_ Seeperament But it is not necessary for the purposes of 
~ the argument, Philo proceeds, to decide such a ajuestion one. 


way or another. | ‘Why, is there any misery at all in the - A 
world? ... “Is it from. the intention of the Deft? Bute. 


hei is perfectly benevolent. As it: contrary to his intention? 
Butt he i is ie almighty. | 






Nothing c can 2 shake the solidity of this oe 
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reasoning, so short, | SO clear, SO decisive; ‘except weassert ° ~ 


ee these bs cia exceed ‘ose human capacity, and that our’ 3 


to them.’ 

Urged in this way, Gee. for the first ee : 
his immovable attitude. Up toethis point he has simply — 
reiterated, it the face of every criticism and objection, the 
cardinal doctrine of natural religion. Now, under the 

pressure of the argument, he confesses that he has ‘been 
apt to suspect the frequent repetition of the word infinite, } ae 
which we meet with in al] theological writers, to savour more oe kd 
of panegyric than of philosophy, and that any purposes of | 
reasoning, and even of religion, would be better served, were 
we to rgst contented with more acctirate and more moderate 
: expressions. “If we abandon all human analogy ’—as 
Demea and Philo seem inclined to do—he is afraid that ‘ we 
abandon all seligion, and retain no conception of the great 
object of our adoration. If we preserve human analogy, we 
i -must for ever find it impossible to reconcile any mixture of 
' evil in the universe with infinite attributes.’ ‘ But supposing 
| the Author of Nature to be finitely perfect, Though far ex- 
ceeding mankind; a satisfactory account may then be given 
of natural and moral evil, and every untoward phenomenon 
be explained and adjusted. A Jess evil may then be chosen, 
_in order to avoid a greater; inconveniences be submitted to, 
in order to reach a desirable end: and in a word, benevo- 
— lence, regulated by wisdom, and limited by necessity, may: 
| produce just such a world as the present.’ Heinvites Philo 
to give his_ opinion of this new theory. The theory is 
familiar to us in more recent times tn J. S. Mill’s post- — 
-humous esgays, and may almost be said to be fashionablé& 
_ in contemporary thought as represented, for example, DY cet 
yar - Williawr James, Dr. McTag geart, and others. «Tt will there-. . 
ae : : A fore meet us again. At present we must limit ourselves AQ. oe ee 
Bs Oe noting Hume S attitude towards it, | a. 
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Philo peoias by repeating in a memorable passage the 


, protest of Cleanthes against the illegitimaté employment of 


human ignorance as a premiss in the argument of orthodox > 
apologetics. If we are antecedenfly convinced, on independ- 


: ees which seem sO nad ‘to peodcle with aa 
_a hypothesis may have many solutions at present, and per- 


ent grougds, of the existence of an almighty Intelligence of 
; perfect wisdom and goodness, ne narrow limits af our 


naa 


haps for ever, beyond our grasp. ‘ But stuposing, which is 


the real case with regard to man, that this creature is not 


-antecedently convinced of a supréme intelligence, benevo- _ 


lent, and powerful, but is left to gather such a belief from the _ 


appearances of things ; this entirely alters the case, nor will 


he ever find any reason for such a conclusion. He’ may be 


fully convinced of the narrow limits of his understanding ; . 
but this will not help him in forming an inference concerning 
the goodness of superior powers, since he must form that 8 
eo inference from what he knows, hot fr6m what he is i; gnorant or ] 
of.’ Our ignorance, in short, ‘may be sufficient to save the | 
oy conclusion comerning the divine attributes, yet surely it can 


never be sufficient to establish that conclusion’. Reviewing 


4 ; the facts ina more measured and judicial temper than he had 
exhibited in backing Dgmea’s impeachment of Nature in the | | 


preceding section, Philo’s deliberate conclusion is that ‘ the 


- original source of all things i is entirely indifferent to all these 
-_ principles, and has no more regard to good above ill [esto 
happiness and misery] than to heat above cold, or to drought 
above moisture, or to light above heavy’; and what applies. 
ee natural evil ‘ willmpply to moral, with little or no varia- 
tion’, The hypothesis of a perfectly. benevolent deity, Obes 
se Oo pkea but limited power, seems to him negatived by ‘the 
o uniformity and steadiness of general laws’, whichpoint, to” ae 
_ the’unity of the Power in which they have their source. 
Bee Philo: must undoubtedly be taken here as” the repre: ae 
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sentative of Hume himself. Cieanitiies has appealed to 
him for his, judgement on the case, and in the subsequent - 
conversation ‘with Philo he makes no return to the subject 
by way of controverting or even modifying the sweeping 
and, to most men, staggering, conclusion arrivedeat:' In 
that conversation Philo still takes the leading part, and 
it is remarkable, as we have already partly seen, for the _ 
extent of the’agreement which it establishes betweén the two | 

chief disputants, defining, as it does, the extent to which 


Philo, the airy sceptic, admits the contention of the more 
solid Cleanthes—as a matter, if not of demonstrable cer- 


tainty, at any rate of reasonable belief. But the impor- 


_ tance of this agreement has already been largely discounted 


by the,elimination of the moral attributes of God and of 


_ the whgle idea of a moral government, or moral oder, of © 


the universe. As Cleanthes expresses it, “to what purpose 
establish the natural attributes of the Deity while the 


-moral are still doubtful and uncertain?’ The significance 


of the conclusion is still further whittled away in the con- 


- eluding pages, where Philo represents the whole controversy 
- between theism and atheism as mainly verbal.-~The theist,. 


while calling the supreme cause Mind or Thought, is ready 


to allow that the original Intelligence is very different from 


-human reason, and the atheist (‘evho is only nominally 
so and can never possibly be in earnest’) allows that the 


bel original principle of order bears some remote analogy to it. 


--* Tt must be noted, however, that in the concluding section he still. ge 
refers to ‘genuine Theism’ as teaching that man is ‘the workmanship of - 
a Being perfectly good, wise and powerful; who created us for happi- re 
_ tess, and who, having implanted in us immeasygable desires of good, will 
prolong our existence to all eternity, and will transfer us into an infinite 
variety of scenes, in order to satisfy those desires, and render our felics, : 
pk ity complete 3nd durable’. The phraseology of this curious passage strik- | pee 
ae ingly recalls Kant’s subsequent scheme. Cleanthes presents this doctrine oe ee oe 
as ‘ theastost agreeable reflection which it is possible for human imagina- BCE CeO 
me tion to suggest’, and Philo, admitting that ‘these appearances are most 
ree engaging and alluring’ , adds these somewhat significant words— and Se 
ae with regard to the true een ‘they are more than "appearances. pope one 
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Iti is only, therefore, a question of ae and in actdal dis- 
“cussion it will often be found that they ‘ insensibly change 
sides,’ the theist emphasizing the difference betfveen God and 
man, and the atheist magnifying the analogy among all the 
operatiors of nature. What is there, then, to hinder an 
amicable adjustment of their differences? ‘ The whole of 
Natural Theology resolves itself’, in Philo’s” concluding 
words, ‘into one simple, though somewhat aimbi viguous, at 
least undefined, proposition: That the cause or causes of 
order in the universe probably bear some rémote analogy to 
human intelligence.’ ‘The analogy, imperfect as it 1s, can 
be carried no farther than to the human intelligence; and 
cannot be transferred, with any appearance of probability, to 
the other qualities of the’mind.” The proposition, asehe sig- 
nificantly admits, is one which ‘affords no infereece that 


affects human life, or can be the source of any action OF. 


forbearance’; and, if so, ‘what can the most inquisitive, 
contemplative, and religious man do more than give a plain, — 
philosophical assent to the proposition, as often as it occurs; 

-and_ believe that the arguments on which it is established, 

exceed the objections which lie against it?’ 

_. Such is the nature of the atientared theism to which Hume 
. on all occasions so carefully adheres, and to which he some- 
times assigns a central importance in the foundation of that’ 
“philosophical and rational’ religion which he so sharply 
_ distinguishes from ‘ vulgar superstition ’. It is here if any- 
where—in the importance he assigns to it rather than i inthe | 
nature. of the tenet itselfi—that the inconsistency to which | 

: Huxley refers may be found; for how can a proposition 
“possess any religious significance if, as Philo truly wen 

a St. here, ‘ it affords ‘ho inference that affects hunaan life, or — 


: can be the source of any action or forbearance oo gael ac 


- tarily we recall the pragmatic test of truth hy its #fPactical 
oo consequences. And however much questionable. matter we.” 
may. find in psa writers associated with this. main a 








Poe INSIGNIFIGANT 6 GONCLUSION 33 


‘contention or developed from it, we ‘may well ask ourselves 


whether a proposition which has no practical consequences | | 


whatever is t® be regarded as a truth at all. Is it not either 
‘meaningless or (as Hume here says) at least undefined? It 
is not without reason that theist and atheist so”amicably 
shake hands over their differences, for the proposition con- 
tains nothing vital either to affirm or to deny. Certainly 
this is not what those who have contended for the existence 
‘of God have meant by that doctrine. To them it meant 

undoubtedly a Uoctrine which, if true, must profoundly 


affect our whole view of the universe and our conduct in it." 


% 





LECTURE II . 
KANT AND THE IDEA OF INTRINSIC VALUE 


We have seen in the previous lecture the vague resid- 
uum of theistic belief which is all that Hume considered 
— deducible® from the evidence—a residuum, ‘however, to. 
which he clings through all his works with an almost 
curious tenacity. A proposition which ‘affords no infer- 
ence that affects human life or can be the source of — 
any action or forbearance’ seems a credo ardly worth 
contending for. If we mean by God an extra-mundane 
entity whose super-human intellectual powers are attested | 
by the orderly arrangements and nice contrivances of the 
material scheme of things, but who is indifferent, so far as — 


the phenomena enable us to judge, not only toduman weal” 
and woe, but also to the aspects of will and character which 


_ seem to us indubitably the highest, and the best we know, 
: the existence or non-existence of such a deity can hardly be 
--amatter of hufhan concern. -Itis surely not too much to say 
that the prominence given to the proof of intelligence is: 

- most of the arguments, especially t the older arguments, for 


oe the existence of God, je due not so much to an interest ine 


the merely cognitive powers—the super-human cleverness, 
ks as. it were—of the world-artificer as to the feeling that, to- 


eee gether with knowledge, we may expect to find in the Ground 


oF things something akin to. those elements of our being, 


-— rooted as they are in intelligence, in which we recognize our 
coo true dignity and worth. Whether we have just grounds for ie 
believing i in such kinship is a question to be dealt gvith inthe 
further course, of these lectures, but certainly without itwe 
cannot expect man to be satisfied, hardly indeed to beinter- 
ested. Intelligence has, as a matter of fact, for the greater 047 
ee thinkers always. meant more than the abstract intellect. oe 
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But the nature of Hume’s conclusion was determined by 
the restricted nature of the premisses from which it is de- 
duced. It is Dy based upon ‘a contemplation of the 
works of nature ’, ‘ the frame of nature ’,* that is to say, upon 
the order and ne asec of the material system, *to the ex- 
clusion of human nature and human experience in any other 
| than its sense-perceptive aspect. Now Hume himself points 
out ? that ‘the first ideas of religion arose not from a con- — 
templation of the works of nature, but from a concern with 
regard to the events of life, and from the incessant hopes 
and fears which actuatethe human mind’. And although he 
contrasts ‘the religious fictions and chimeras’ thence 
arising v with ‘ the genuine principles of theism’, and counsels 
an escape from the violence of contending superstitions ‘ into 
the calm though obscure regions of philosophy ’,*it is in 
reality futile to rest a philosophical doctrine of God on 
a fragment of the evidence actually before us. It is possible 
_ that when we include in our survey the sentient creation 


and the facts of human, history—‘ the dread strife of poor 





" 


humanity’s afflicted will’ “the whole may appear to us, in 
- Hume's memorable phrase, ‘a riddle, an enigma, an inex- 
plicable mystery’. But even if we risk such a result, how 
' can we leave these facts out? They are in the very centre 


. | sand foreground of the picture. It*may be, moreover, that : ee 
although they immensely increase the difficulty of the | 
a problem, they alone supply us with the hint of a concrete ce 


oe and tolerable solution. 


The general problem of philosophy, as every one e knows, ee 
| "passed from the hands of Hume to those of Kant, and to: ee 


se Kant may be traced the most characteristic modern forms cele _ 
of the theistic argument. Kant’s precise position is, in my 


. opinion, no more tenable here than is s the letter ot his general a 


oa These phrases are repeatedly used in ‘the first. two. sections. ot ‘the : Tia : 


‘Natural History of Religion’. 


- nie the | Natural fete of Religion” . at * Escursion, Book vi ee | : ae 4 
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- theory of the constitution of experience; but he largely 


fixed the point of view from which the question has been 


discussed by subsequent thinkeys. The céntrast with 


Hume stares us in the face; for it is an analysis of man’s 
- moral experience which yields Kant his assurance of the 


existence of God, and it is the moral attributes, or (shall we 


say?) the moral interests, of the Deity which he is primarily 


concerned to establish. T hat is to say, instead” of the com- | 


plete indifference to natural and to moral evil alike which 
Hurne attributes to his Supreme Mind, God is for Kant 
primarily and essentially the authar and maintainer of a 
moral order. The universe as a moral system is the last 


word of the Kantian philosophy. It is not that Kant. 


denies those aspects of human existence which leave upon 
Hume, &s they have left on so many thoughtful observers 
since the world began, the vivid impression of a moral 
indifference. | ° 


3 | ; 
Streams will not curb their pride 
The just man not to entomb, 

Nog lightnings go aside 
To give his virtues room, 


seh fu Nor i is that wind less rough that blows a good man’s barge 


ps The moral indifferenfe of nature, or, as Professor Hux-* 
eas sey more strongly phrased it, ‘ the unfathomable in justice of 
the nature of things ’, is a problem as old as the Book of Job. 
cand older. Apart altogether from moral desert, what are 
we to make of the terrible contingencies of nature to which 
«heave every turn man is exposed—the agonies of the quivering 
flesh or the laceration of the spirit through his tenderest _ 
affections? All the apparently motiveless pain and misery — 
~ of the world, on the face of it pure contingency—Hume was. 
not éhe first to. ask how such features of our experidfice are 
. to be reconciled with the traditional conception of ‘infinite . 
oe benevolence, “conjoined with: infinite power. and infinite . . 
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wisdom’. Nor does ani blink the facts. Indeed, when he 


_ speaks of the human lot and of the record of human history; 


the picture he paints is so dark that German pessimists of 
the nineteenth century have sought to claim him as one of 
themselves." But it is only so long as we take’ happiness 
to be man’ s chief end or good,*and regard the universe as. 

‘a place of pleasure’, that Kant adopts this tone or allows 


it to be justified. If the world of time is really, | as he holds 


3 ~ 


it is, the training ground of the spirit, if man’s painful his- 
tory is but the’long discipline by which a moral being is 
shaped out of a merelyanimal creature, then Kant’s attitude 
is rather that of Browning in ‘ Rabbi ben Ezra’ 

The process can only be rightly judged in the light of 
whatswe take to be the end in view. And it is just here 
that Isant introduces his new formulation of the question, 
not only, as already indicated, by breaking away from the 
hedonistic,’or at least eudaemonistic, presuppositions of his 
century, but still more by insisting that the preliminary to 
all fruitful discussion is to make clear to ourselves what we 


_ mean, or can intelligibly mean, by an ultimate End. This 
Kant fixes through the idea of value or worth which he puts 


in the forsicout of his ethics. This idea is fundamental, 
I think, in all constructive thought since Kant’s time, _ 
though it may disguise itself in different forms. It is cer- ay 


‘ainly dominant in contemporary discussion. ce ae 
‘Nothing can possibly be conceived, in the world or ae a 
| of it, which can be considered good without qualification pee 
except a good will. Intelligence, wit, judgement, and the 


other talents of the mind, however they may be named, or — 


courage, resolution, perseverance, as qualities of tempera- 


ment, are undoubtedly good and desirable in many respects ; 
2? For example, Von Hartmann in his Kant der Vater des modernen 


- Pessituismus. Kant’s philosophy of history is chiefly containeqin the = 
Tittle treatise, /dee su emer allgemeinen Geschichte in weltbiirgerlicher a? a fakoe te 
 fAlbsicht, in his review of Herder’s Ideen, and in the tract, Muth-. ee, 
- oa masslicher Anfang’ der Menschengeschichte. ae Nie ae eee 
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but these gifts of nature may also become extremely bad and 

mischievous if the will which is to make use of them, and 
which therefore constitutes what is called characte ry, is not 
oo good. It is the same with the gifts of fortune. A rational 


and impartial spectator can have no pleasure in the sight of 
- the uninterrupted prosperity of a being unadorned by a sin- 


gle feature of a pure and good will. Hence a good will ap- 
‘pears to constitute the indispensable condition even of being 
worthy of happiness. . . . A good will is good not because 
of what it performs or accomplishes, not by’ its aptness for 

the attainment of some proposed enel, but simply in virtue 
of its volition, that is, it is good in itself. . .¢ Even if it 
should happen that, owing to special disfavour of fortune. 
or the niggardly provision of a step-motherly nature, this 
will should wholly lack power to accomplish its perpose, 
-,.. it would still shine like a jewel by its own light, as 


something which has its whole value in itself.’* In these 


_ well-known words Kant formulates the idea of ‘absolute — 


value’ as revealed in the moral personality, and from this, as. : : eat 
his rod ore he proceeds to build up his theory of the uni- 
- verse as ‘a realm of ends ’—a moral system, that is to say, 
whose ultimate purpose or raison d’étre is the realization of 
ee this supreme good in a community of ethical persons. 


In the light of this idea, which appears in- Kant as a’ 


© + fundamental certainty, ‘the frame of nature’, on which 
Hume's whole argument had been based, assumes a quite, | 
Hoke subordinate significance. § Two things’, Kant has said, se 


‘fill the mind with ever new and increasing admiration and 


S al awe, the oftener and then more steadily’ we e reflect eee them, av 


co oe be: did not fitate: to subordinate ‘he borer 1 to she latter, oe 
eee. and to restore. man as an intelligence to that central ‘posi- 


a7 a tion in the scheme of things, from which Copernictis had 


oe s Q M Mesaphgatk der 7 Sites, (bbotts teaelation, p PP. 80) 


a The opening sentences. of the first eechon of the Grundlegung sur | | | 











| : x ‘Latters of Hs ohn, penny edited by Sidney Colvin: D. “386. bere TSE Ea 
AEE JS Grundlegung (Abbott), p. 57; Werke (ed. a) vol. LV. 286. : | 
cs pe & Kant, b Craiaue oes {udgment,-¢ section 86. ee ae 


1 A REALM © OF ENDS OE abe Bee 


dematones him as an aac creature. ‘ Sai and systems — 2 
wheeling past’ would be but an unmeaning show, if they” 


did not furnish the casket for the jewel of which he spoke. — 


The use of the world, as Keats ancy said, is to be ‘ the vale 
of soul-making’. ‘Do you not see’, he says in ne of his 
letters, ‘how necessary a world*of pains and trouble is to — 


_ school an intelligence and make it a soul? A place where » 5 
the heart must feel and suffer in a thousand diverse ways. 
_ . . As various as the lives of men are, so various become 


their souls, and thus does God make individual beings, sparks. _ 
of his own essence.’* So to Kant the world becomes ulti- 


"mately intelligible as a spiritual process—what his great con- 
temporary, Lessing, called a divine education—in Kant’s | 


eyes, tgo, an education of the race, but pre-eminently for him 
an edugation of the individual for a never-ending’*life of 
progress towards the ideal. Nature, he says, otherwise re- 


- garded as a machine, receives the name of a ‘ realm’, a king- © 
dom or system, when sviewed in relation to rational beings as 
its ends.” It acquires in that light, we may say, a unity which 

| otherwise does not belong to it; it becomes an element in 
a seeedenuers system. Keason demands hot merely the 


‘is’ of bare fact, but the ‘ ought-to-be ’, the * deserves-to-be ° 


OF absolute value. But, as Fichte was soon to put it,.1n the 
- Kantian spirit, ‘if matter alone existed, it would be just 


the same as if nothing at all existed’.* I have no desire 


to raise here the question at issue between Berkeleian — 
idealism and realism, the question, [- mean, whether a self= °°). ce: 
existent material universe is or is not a contradiction in a 
terms. It is the question of value aloge with which we ares 
concerned; and I think we may say without hesitation that, 
apart from the emotions which they may awaken in a rare 
‘tional spectator, the kaleidoscopic transformations of ex- ae | 
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‘ternal nature possess in ence no trace of that intrinsic 
‘value which must belong to what Kant calls an end-in- -itself. 
‘They are all summed up in Spencer’s phrase, the redistribu- 
tion of matter and motion; and, apart from conscious results 
which the process, may condition, it is hard to see what 
interest lies for God or man in the infinite shiftings of the 
cosmic dust. Even if we include in our world the existence 
of sentient creatures, and these all happy, sor, at least, 
with a surplus of pleasure over pain, this ‘ green-grazing 
happiness of the herd’, as Nietzsche contemptuously calls 
it, would not give us the inherent worth which reason 
demands in a self-justifying end. The demand for such an 
end would seem to be as much a rational necessity as that 
which impels us to refufad any phenomenon into its ante- 
cedent conditions—if it does not, indeed, represent 4 tines | 
principle of explanation, a deeper need of reason. Cer- 


tainly the human mind is not content to take the universe 
simply as a fact or set of interrelated facts... It “is: not ee 


intellectual coherence alone that the philosopher seeks—the 
fitting together, as it were, of the parts of some gigantic 
puzzle. The fhost perfect realization of unity in variety is 


as naught, if there is nowhere anything to which we can _ 
attach this predicate of value. If the philosophical impulse 
is to be satisfied, we neust be able to repeat the verdict of 
“eoethe: divine Labourer upon his world; we must be able to say 
that the world is ‘good’ in the sense of Doses. intrinsic a 
: . worth: or value. 


- Kant, the ethicist par ee in modern shilogophy, ms 


he “recognizes this quality exclusively i in character or the moral 
Joe willy and therefore Yhis becomes for him the one end-in- 
itself, for whose realization the universe exists, apd by which _ 
its existence is explained or justified. Even shése whe. 
os Tike, Professor. Bosanquet, object most strongly to the too | 
ok exclusive moralism of his. theory, admit that his error is 
oR excusable, in so 0 fara as we get, | in n morality 3 and Feligion, ‘the 
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ee and fundamental conditions ’ of the perfect life, 
to which all other excellences—intellectual or artistic, 
- for example‘ are relatiyely posterior and dependent’. 
‘Morality’, says Professor Bosanquet, ‘can more nearly 
stand alone, and its absence shakes the whole fotindations 
of life and mind. Such absence*is in respect to life as a 


whole, what'a failure of belief in the first principles of ra- 


tional system” is to intelligence.’* Accepting this justifica- 
tion of Kant’s procedure, we may frankly accept also the 


implied criticism’of his too exclusive attitude. The hack- 
neyed triad of the True, the Beautiful, and the Good is © 


: sufficient to remind us that there are at least two other phases 
of experience to which it would be strange to deny an 
‘intrinsig value. 


When, Kant proceeds to. work out the consequences of 


his fundamental conception, the result, as formulated in 
~what he calls the ‘ Postulates. of the Practical Reason’, is: 


less satisfactory than,might fairly have been anticipated. 
The postulates are three in number. First of all, the 
imperative of duty involves, as its self-evident condition, 


the Freedom of the being on whom the command is laid. 


“Thou canst because thou oughtest.’ Kant is speaking of 
human nature in the Idea, and he says that the being who © 
can conceive the idea of a law possesses, in virtue of that 


very fact, the power of realizing it. We accept such 
_ responsibility when we condemn ourselves, as we do, for 
our own failures. So understood, freedom and intelligence oe 
go together. Kant repeatedly puts freedom on a different 
- footing from the other two postulates. ‘It is the only one 


of all the ideas of the speculative reason of which we know — 


ee the possibility a priori, because it is the condition of the 

roe moral law which we know.’ The possibility of the other two 000 2S 
ideas (those of God and immortality) is proved, he Saye Dy 
on the fact that freedom actually exists, for this idea i is revealed” Pee ot 


oe 1 ‘The Principle of Individuality, and | Value, ‘DP. 78 


31: 





‘ah 


rahe aay 
i Hey ‘ih 


eh it, which ee 
 * We find them expressly equated in the Critique of Practical Reason: 


ee — INTRINSIC VALUE cr, 


by the sridnal law, | Twice over in the Critique of Judg- 
ment, he notes, as something ‘ very remarkable ’, that in this | 
case (and in this one case only} we have an Idea of Pure 
_ Reason * whose object is a thing of fact and to be reckoned 


among scibilia’2 -Duty and*freedom, in short, are for Kant 


not so much two facts, dne of which is inferred from the 
other, as two ways of characterizing the same exper ience.” 
It is in his handling of the other postulates that we begin 
to feel a certain meagreness and externality 1 in the treatment. 
Kant starts from the conception of the swmmum bonum as 
the object of the rational will, the end, that is to say, whose © 
realization is enjoined by the law of duty; and, in formulat- 


ing it, the preacher of duty for duty’s sake, who had so 


rigorously purged his ethics of all considerations of happi-_ 
ness or natural inclination, surprises us by the baldly 


_ hedonistic lines on which he rounds off his theory. Job _ e 


Js not to serve God for naught after all. Virtue, it is said, 


“ remains the supreme good (bonum supremum) inasmuch as 
“it is ‘the supreme condition of all our pursuit -of happi- mene 
ness ’, and regnains therefore the formal maxim of. the will. | ' 
oat Tt does not follow that it is the whole and perfect oe 


of Preface to Practical Reason ( Abbott), p. 88. | | 
* Critique of Judgment, section 9! (Bemiard’s’ translation, Dp. aps): 


he There | is one rational Ide&& (which is susceptible in itself of no presea- 
tation in intuition and consequently of no theoretical proof of its possi~ s 


~ bility) which also comes under things of fact. This is the idea of Free- 

_ dom, whose reality, regarded as a particular kind of causality, may be 
_ exhibited by means of practical laws of pure Reason, and conformably. 
to this, in actual actions, consequently in. experience. ~ This is the only 


one of the Ideas of Pure Reason whose object is a thing of fact andto 2 


be reckoned among. seibilia, He notes this, both here and again on | 
2p. 413, as | ‘sehr. merkwidig’ Compare also. p. 414: ‘All belief must be 
| grounded upon facts. . . All facts belong either to the natural concept, — 
which proves its reality. in the objects of sense, or togthe concept of 


freedom, which sufficiently. establishes its reality. through the causality ee 


_ of reason in regard to certain effects in the world of sense, possible 


ncontrovertibly postulates in the moral law.’ 





“this consciousness of the r 
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good, as the object of the desires of rational finite beings ; 


for this requires happiness also, and that not merely in the 
partial eyes of the person*who makes himself an end, but 


even in the judgement of an impartial reason, which regards 
persons in general as ends in *themselves.’ Thus ceirae | 
and happiness together constitute the possession of the sum- 
mum bonum in a person, and the distribution of happiness — | 
in exact proportion to morality (which is the worth of a 
person and his worthiness to be happy) constitutes the 


* 


summum bonum of a possible world; hence this summum — 


bonum expresses the whote, the perfect good’. An unkind 
critic might say that although the primacy is accorded to 
virtue as the supreme condition, yet the definition of virtue 


as ‘ woMthiness to be happy’ seems, on the other hand, to. 


put virtte in a merely instrumental relation towards happi- 


ness, as the real object of desire and the ‘ultimate end of - 


action. But however that may be, Kant’s second and third 


postulates are directly: deduced by him from this formula 


of the summum bonunt. The postulate of immortality 


connects itself with the element of virtue or perfection; for 
the primary object of the moral individual must be the 
attainment of that conformity of his will with the moral — 
law which would, in the eyes of a perfect and all-seeing = 
Jud ge, constitute a passport to happiness. But such ‘holi- 
— ness’ of will is ‘a perfection of which no rational being ny eee 
-" of the ‘sensible, world is capable at any moment Of His): ees Ss | 
existence’. It must be found, therefore, in an infinite — oo 
aa progress of approximation, and ‘such an endless: progress Ales 
ons possible only on the supposition of she endless duration — oe ; 
go” ef the existence and personality of the same rational being, 0. 
, _. which is what we mean by the immortality of the soul’. 
oe ‘The existence of God is connected with the second element Bea 
om eas in. the. summun bonum; for the failure of: the natal Ee 


4 Abbott, D. 206. 
Aid, P. ae 
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‘system of causes and effects to realize that distribution of — 
_ happiness in exact proportion to morality which Kant’s 
- formula demands, involves the existence of God as a moral 
“> governor of the universe who will ultimately effect bse 
a padjustment required. In os ‘it is morally necessary 
_ to assume the existence of God.’ 
“ Kant’s statement of the argument for immortality does 
not directly concern us at present. We may confine our- 
selves, therefore, to the third postulate, which is our proper 
subject. And here criticism naturally fastens on the ex- 
slice of the pe a on ene ee unfor tunate 





‘means to the Piiees af individual ninate bees ei y 
if, as Kant insists, it is wrong to treat a human being merely 

as a means, it must be a false way of putting things to pre- 
sent God himself in this merely instrumental light—as a deus 
ex machina introduced to effect the equation Metween virtue 
and happiness. Formulated thus, the argument is calculated 
to provoke Hume’s reminder thet to build one hypothesis 
upon another, by way of avoiding the conclusion suggested | 
_ by the facts ee to us, is ‘building entirely in the air’. 


And although Kant would reply that his conclusion is based 


~ upon a fact of another order, namely, the fundamental de- 


7 _ liverance of the moral consciousness, he gravely misintet- 
WP ‘prefs that deliverance and. its See e in COMSEC ae o 


lant 


o he shares with Hume’ aed the ‘eighteenth. medi gene a 


Te is upon the attitude of the moral man himself that the 


| mt ze moral philosopher should base his theory. B ut the temper of © 
ee true virtue is not the meticulous claim which Kant formu- 


lates for. doles of happiness i in exact propor tioneo individual . 


a .. merit. The temper of true virtue is rather that of Spinoza’s 
a : clésing proposition, Beatitudo non est virtutis pracminm sed 
ae ipsa virtus. it claims no wages as the reward of i its we vell- : 











. * Abbott, 2 222, oe eas 
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doing, least of all does it keep a moral ledger with : a debit 


and ae account to be evenly balanced. 


Glory of Virthe, to fight, so struggle, to right the wrong,— 
Nay, but she aimed not at glory, no lover of glory she; 


Give her the glory of going on, and still to be. 


‘The real postulate or implieds presupposition of ethical — 
action is sithply that we are not acting in a world which - 
nullifies our efforts, but that morality expresses a funda- 
mental aspect of reality, so that in our doings and strivings 
we may be said, m a large sense, to have the universe some-- 
how behind us. Moral,action, in short, implies the belief 
in a moral ogder, just as deliberate action of any sort im- 


_ plies belief in the orderly connectedness of physical nature. 


And of,course that was the general idea which Kant intended 
to express—the broad idea of the universe as a divine moral 


order, not as a power hostile or indifferent to the life of eth- 
ical endeavowr. But owing to the extraordinary hold which 
_ the individualism and the external deism of his century had 


over him, God seems to be introduced in Kant’s moral theory 


almost as an after-thought, and He is connected with the law, 
not as its inspirer or author, but in the merely administrative 
capacity of Paymaster. Kant tells us, it is true, that after 
we have accepted the pure law of duty in ethical practice, 


we may go on to regard its injunctidns, from the point of — 


- view of religion, as the commands of a divine lawgiver. But, 
as he hastens to add, the sanction thus super-added to the | i Se 
moral law has nothing to do with its inherent and self-im- ee 
posed authori ity, for man can be bound only by his own law. ce 
- Here we meet Kant’s great doctrine of the autonomy of 
_ the moral will as the foundation of an obligation that cannot.230 sos, 
be evaded. , The self is bound by the law because the law) ee. 
eis self-imposed ; it is its own law, and is recognized as such. 
- But Kant does not see that, in this profound doctrine,ehe oe 
2 has. opened the way to a truer conception of the relation be- 0 
: tween the human and the divine than is S represented by the ee 
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ecinvully mechanical theory of a super-added, and strictly 


” superfluous," theological sanction. The fruitful idea of the | 
self as at once the author and the gubject of méral legislation 
_—as laying down a law not only for the single self but for 


all men find, indeed, as Kant says, for all rational beings— 


naturally suggests the question whether such a self can still 
be treated as an isolated individual. : 

I may illustrate my argument by a referefice to certain | 
statements of Dr. Martineau upon this very point. Mar- 
tineau, who was steeped, like Kant, in an inherited indi- 
-vidualism, denies this doctrine of the autonomy of the will 
on the express ground that it violates the uyitary and ex- 
clusive nature of personality. ‘It takes two’, he says,’ ‘to 

establish an obligation. ' . . The person that bears the obli- 
“ gation’ cannot also bé the person whose presence imposes it: 
it is impossible to be at once the upper and the nether mill- 
stone. Personality is unitary, and in occupying one side of — 

a given relation is unable to be also on the other.’ Hence: 


~ he concludes that the sense of authority means ‘the recogni- 
tion of another than I,... another Person, greater and 


higher and of deeper insight.’ This is the God of Deism, 


oe introduced to make good the sheer individualism of the self _ 
as a ‘unitary personality’; and apart from this presup- 
er position the argument has no force. | That such is the 
-- presupposition is plain» from the hypothetical examples 


: ase by which Martineau seeks to justify y his: contention. He ae 


oe supposes ‘ ‘the case of one lone man in an atheistic universe’, 
and asks whether there could ‘really exist any authority 
Sok: higher over lower + within the enclosure of his detached 
ae personality ’; and ce not ‘unreasonably concludes that “an 
eee insulated nature’, ‘an absolutely solitary individual ’, cannot 





oe ‘Superfluous, and indeed noxious, so far as ethics i is concerned. ‘The 


ie 0 ietgrene: to God seems in Kant. solely connected. with ' the attainment 





of the summum bonum’—‘the desired results’, ‘the MY: ‘conse- a 
7 SS ee which God guarantees” (see. Abbott, Pp 128). ee 
ees Types of | Pitteal Theoty, ol. ii 


vol. ii 





” 96-9. 

















be conceived as the seat of authority at all. But the re- 
- joinder is that such an individual is a pure myth, the crea- 
ture of a thecry, and is certainly improperly spoken of as a 
self or a person. If any being were shut up, in Martineau’s: 
phrase, ‘within the enclosure of his detached pewsonality,’ 
he would be a self-contained universe in himself, or rather 
he would be one bare point of mere existence. If intelli-. 
gences were simply mutually exclusive points of subjectivity, 
then indeed they could not be the seats and depositaries 
of an objective kaw; they could not be the subjects of law 
at all, As I have said elsewhere,* ‘ consciousness of imper- _ 
fection, the capacity for progress, and the pursuit of per- | 
fection, are alike possible to man only through the universal — 


life of thought and goodness in which he shares, and which, 
at once, an nnowel ine Ss a an unattainable ideal, 
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draws him “ on and always on”.’ The authority claimed by 


what is commonly called the hi gher self is thus only intel- ae 
- ligible, if the ideals of that self are recognized as the imme=.0000 hse, 
diate presence within us. of a Spirit leading us into all trath 
and goodness. But the i immanence of thedivine wasanidea 
mee foreign to Kant’ S$ whole way “Of thinking. Instead, therefore, ee 
of revising his conception of the self in view of its legislative — 
- function, he simply tells us that, while i in ethics we must re~ 
gard the law as self-imposed, we mmy go on in religion to 8 
regard its precepts as the commands ofa ‘Supreme Being, the a 
ee 4 reason assigned tor SO regarding them consisting in the tact : . if te 
_ _ that only through such a Being , morally, perfect. and at the: oe 
same time : all-powerful, can we hope to attain the ieee 7 
a But after we eee deeded she eightterith-centuty frame- ee 
a work of the Kantian scheme, the central and permanently a 
< important position remains—the idea. of intrinsic value as ee 
ae ultimately. determinative. in a philosophical refer "eNChy as. a 
pees _ yielding: us, in the. Kantian phrase, an. intelligible world, a oe 


ae The ¢ Philosophical Radicals and other Essays, Pp. 978 
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- which, when recognized, sets limits to the exclusive preten- 
' sions of the world of sense-perception, and defines the mode 


or degree of reality which belongs to that wofld in the total 


scheme of things. This conception of intrinsic value as the 
clue to tfie ultimate nature of reality is the fundamental con- 

tention of all idealistic pltilosophy since Kant's time. It is 
the living assumption at the root of the great speculative 

_ systems to which the Kantian theory immediately gave rise 

in Germany. This is obvious in Fichte’s case, to whom the 
consciousness of the moral law is the ultimate evidence of his 
own reality, and the universe itself pnly the material of duty. 
If it lies less on the surface in Hegel, it is merely because in 
him Idealism is no longer militant but triumphant, and be-. 
cause the system as a whole is the explication of the supreme 
conviction on which it is built. In this respect, what the 
great German idealists substantially did was to enlarge and 


te complete Kant’s conception of intrinsic value by making it. 
| ‘inelude all the higher reaches of human experience. The 
re moral experience is still predominaat in Fichte: the aesthetic 








comes to its rights in Schelling, with perhaps even an over- 


emphasis. In a the claims of the theoretical and the 
"practical: (Truth, Beauty, and Goodness) are more evenly 
balanced, while the stress laid on religion as the bearer of 
human culture, and as‘presenting, in its own form, the sub- 





a criticism that the intrinsic values of concrete experience are. 
poe sacrificed in his system to a logical abstraction. 


— And if the idea of value thus operates as an assumption in 


a Kant’s immediate syccessors, it becomes still more markedly | 
— the watchword of Idealism in the. long duel with an en- 
- eroaching Naturalism, which | was the engrossing concern of 


the nineteenth century, and which has shaped for us the 


wae specific form in which the theistic problem, as the ultimate — 


question of philosophy, presents itself to the modern mind, — 


7 All through the period 2 mentioned, the problem ¢ of € construc: : 








“stance of philosophical truth, goes far to refute the common ae 
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| tive thought has been the relation of ¢ our feels or salate to 
the ultimate ground of things. So Sidgwick, sOeEnS in-" 


the nineties if his oreay balanced way on ‘ The Scope 


of Philosophy’, defined its ‘ final and most important task’ 

as the problem of ‘ connecting fact and ideal in somé rational 
and satisfactory manner’.’ And at the present day, 
- philosophical discussion is carried on more explicitly Ut eins 


terms of valué than at any. previous time. Take for exam- 
ple two such representative thinkers as Héffding and Win- 
delband,—than whom it would be difficult to name two con- 


temporary writers more, balanced in judgement or more 


catholic in their outlook. Hoffding’s Philosophy of Reli- 


_ gion lays down ‘ the conservation of value’, or ‘ the convic- 
tion that no value perishes out of the world’, as the charac- 


teristic axiom of religion, while the problem alike of religion 


and of philosophy is said to be ‘the relation between what 


seems to us men the highest value and existence as a whole ’.? 


_ And Windelband expresses the present philosophical situa- 
tion thus: ‘ We do not so-«much expect from philosophy what 
_. it was formerly supposed to give, a theoretic scheme of the 
_ world, a synthesis of the results of the separate sciences, 
or, transcending them on lines of its own, a scheme har- 
- moniously complete in itself; what we expect from philoso- 


phy to-day is reflection on those permanent values which 


have their foundation in a higher oe reality. above - | 

| the changing interests of the times.’ , kee 
I have said that the debate between Naturalism and - 

‘Idealism dominates the whole of the second half of — 

the nineteenth century, and that it fas bequeathed to 

us the peculiarly modern form of the theistic ‘problem. re 

We shall see in the, following lecture how the formu eee 


*H. Sidgwick, Philosophy, its Scope ond. Relations, p. 30. Py ee 


* pp. 6, 9-10 (English translation). 


os "In his lectures, published in 1909, Die Philosophie im | deutschen i 
Geisiesleben des r9ten Jahrhunderts, p. 119. es a gee eee ee 
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ion of the issue was aceecia ned adetenmined. I think, 
Sa " unfortunately—by specific features of the Kantian philoso- | 
he phy. In the meantime, if we recall briefly thedarger aspects 
_ of this perennial philosophical antithesis, it will be seen that 
the idea &f value is central and decisive throughout. It is, at: 
bottom, the question of the divineness or the undivineness of , 
the universe. Is the universe the expression of a transcend-— 
ent Greatness and Goodness, or is it, in ultimate analysis, a 
collection of unknowing material facts? In the plain im- 
pressive words of Marcus Aurelius—‘ Theeworld is either a 
welter of alternate combination and dispersion or a unity of — 
order and providence. If the former, why dg I care about 
.anything else than how I shall at last become earth? But 
on the other alternative, f reverence, I stand steadfasj, I find 
heart in the power that disposes all.’ From our, human =, | 
point of view, this alternative must necessarily take some _ 
such form as this: ‘Is the spirit of the universe or the ulti- _ 
mate nature of things akin to what we recognize as greatest 
and best, or are such standards and distinctions but human — 
parochialisms, sheerly irrelevant in a wider reference?’ 
- Somehow thus we must express it, for we have no other 
criterion which we can apply than the values which we rec- 
_ ognize as intrinsic and ultimate. Hence the immediate form 
of the question—the £6rm also which discloses the intensely 
"practical interest which inspires it—is as to the relation of — 
-man and his human values or ideals to the universe in which 
“he finds himself. Is. our self-conscious life with its ideal 
~ ends but the casual outcome of mechanical forces, indifferent 
to the results which by their combinations they have unwit-_ 
Baal created, and -by their further changes will as unwit- _ 
_ tingly destroy, or is it the expression, in its oyn measure, 0 0) 
of the Power that works through all change and makes it 
_ evelution? Is the ultimate ‘esserice and. cause of all things te — 
“only dust that rises up and i is lightly laid again ’, or isitthe s 
- Eternal Love with which Dante closes his vision, ‘ ‘the Love a 





that moves the sun and the ates stars 3 On ihe one hy- 


pothesis, as Mr. Balfour has put it in a passage of poignant | 


beauty, with “the final run-down of the solar system, as 
science predicts it, “man will go down into the pit, and all 


his thoughts will perish. The uneasy consciousnéss which 


in this obscure corner has for a Brief space broken the con- 
tented silence of the universe, will be at rest. Matter will — 
know itself fo longer. ‘“ Imperishable monuments” and 


“immortal deeds’, death itself, and love stronger than 
death, will be as’if they had not been. Nor will anything 
that is be better or wonse for all that the labour, genius, 
devotion, and suffering of man have striven through count- 


less ages to effect.’* Naturalism seems to teach that when: 


° « %, ° * 
we resa@lve the universe, as it were, into its real constituents, 


it reduces itself to the ceaseless redistribution of matter and 
vs es what William James not inaptly describes as the 


‘vast driftings of the cosmic weather ’. 


Let us grant, for the sake of argument, that such a theory — 
is intellectually conceivable ; it would still remain incredible,’ 

| because it outrages the deepest convictions on which our 
oat  dife j is built. Our sense of value is not a matter of selfish 
i preference or individual desire; the judgement of value is 
as impartial as it is unhesitating. It is ‘as objective in its 
own sphere as a scientific judgement on matters of fact. | 


ra aeee =a THE GREAT ALTERNATIVE at : 


*% 


On points of detail the sense of value may be. open to criti- ee 


cism and susceptible of education, just as scientific state- ee 
ments are open to revision. But in its pronouncements as to. 


what possesses value and what does not—in its recognition | 


* Foundations of Belief, p. 3 oe 


_ of the main forms of value, and in its general scale of higher me a aS 
and lower—it represents an unswerving conviction which i is,” a : : ws 
even prima, facie, at least as important an element in the 

= philosophical question as the scientific theories - on. which 
Cee Naturalism builds; and if the scope of these theories» be B ee A eS 
ees shown i in a truer light, it may well become of determining. ee 


qe 
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| entree for our - conception of ultimate reality. ‘Idealism 
‘ takes its stand on the essential truth of our judgements of © 


value, and the impossibility of explaining thé higher from 


the lower. Beauty and goodness are not born of the clash of 
atoms; tiiey are effluences of something more perfect and 


¢ 


more divine. 
_I would venture to dwell for a few moments on this point 
or the objectivity of our judgements of value. It is all- 


important in the discussion of values and ideals to realize 
that these are in no sense private ends which we seek to 


impose upon the universe, and thaf it is not the disappoint- 


ment of our selfish hopes which is the real explanation of 
our revulsion from the naturalistic creed. It is frequently 


implied in naturalistic polemic that the idealist vieW is no 


better than a sentimental clinging to the illusions df man’s 


youth, a weak refusal to look the facts in the face and accept _ 
& Li 

the world as itis. But Lotze, in a famous passage, has ex- 

posed the falsity of this ostentatious ‘worship of truth, this _ 


. “sham heroism, which glories in renouncing what no man 
has a right toerenounce’.* When man confronts the world 


a with his standards of value his attitude is not that of a sup- | 
_ pliant but of a judge. He does not appear as one who craves 


a kindness, but as one gwho claims a right; or rather, as ins 
vested with the duthotity. of a higher tribunal, he pronounces 


Ns sentence on the travesty of, a universe which materi ialism 
ee offers him. It is all the more important, therefore, that in 
ee staking the idealistic position on the objective significance of — 
— haman: values, we should avoid, as far as possible, any ex- 


: pression that might %eem. to savour of merely personal wish. 
From this point of view, the title of a recent article in the 


Hibbert Journal >— ‘Is the Universe {nendly? pe —seemis to | 


4 Preface to the M ikrokosmos. | 
| * January 1912, My. reference, 1 wish to add: is only t to ihe title, and 


se te: no way to the substance of Professor Ladd’s article, which I had not | 
read at the time. The title, as stated in the epening, Seritencys, 4 1s taken e 






| som a recorded saying of FB Wz.) H. M 








6 
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- 4 
me to strike a false note; it has just that sug egestion of the 


_ whining and pitiful which I have been deprecating. The 
question is rather whether the nature of the ultimately real | 


a 


is to be found on the lines of what we recognize as greatest — 
and best in our own experience. So, again, the Srgument 


from human ‘needs’ (which in "ts legitimate form is iden- 


tical with that which we are considering ) requires to be care- 


fully safeguafded, if it is not to invite misconception. Man, — 


as Kant has said, is an end-in-himself ;: but we must be care- 


ful to avoid expressions which would imply that human a 


beings, as given finite personalities, constitute the final pur- 
pose or the central fact of the universe, in the sense that the 
whole framework of being is to be regarded as the instru- 
ment af their individual destiny. “We have seen that Kant 
himself, in formulating his postulates, erred in this difection, 
first in the prominence given to happiness, and secondly, in 
the merely ‘instrumental function assigned to God. Sir 
‘William Hamilton, proceeding on somewhat similar lines, 


was betrayed into a grosser lapse when he allowed himself — 


to say: ‘A God is, indeed, to us only of practical interest, 
| inasmuch as he is the condition of our immortality. ’2 Prac- 
tical interest in a God—what a phrase and what an attitude! 


The glories of the outer world, the splendours and sanctities 
of the inner world, and no interest in God save asasecurity => 
for our continued existence! Iam reminded by contrast of 


a passage in a lecture by your own Principal, in which he 


deals with this theme of personal immortality in relationto =. 
- Old Testament study. After arguing for the truth of the 


doctrine as the outcome of the highest aeligious experience, 


he continues: ‘ Yet while this is true, it is well for us all ve 
sometimes 40 pitch our religious life in terms which do not. 
include the hope of a future. Most ofthe crises of religious 
experience may be achieved, as some of the grandest Psalms 


* fulfil their music, without the echo of one of the far-off bells oa es 


% * Lectures On Metaphysics, vol > Bs 32 





44 « KANT AND INTRINSIC VALUE. ©. | tact. 
of heaiien. A man may pass through the evangelical 
experiences of conversion, regeneration and redemption, ee 


without thinking any more of theefuture than ‘the little child | 
thinks, but only sure and glad that his Father is with him. 


gare ; ©» . . . ® # ; 
_ The Old Testament is of use in reminding us that the hope 


of immortality is one of the cae: and ee 
elements, of religious experience.’ : | 
Tam not arguing here against immortality Any more than 
your Principal in the passage I have quoted; but I think 
that we place an exaggerated emphasis upén it, if we make 
it the centre and foundation of our whole world-theory. 
We all remember how prominent is the place held by the 
idea in the thought of the two greatest Victorian poets, 
Tennyson and Browning, and to what noble uses they turn 
it. But in Tennyson at least, we may perhaps admit that. 


the emphasis tends to become unhealthy. He is recorded cA 
as saying in conversation that if immortality ‘be not true, > . 
then no God but a mocking fiend created us)... Vdsink © 
my head to-night in a chloroformed handkerchief and have — Naa 


done with it all.’* A number of passages, less violent in — 
expression but supstaniially to the same effect, might be : 


Cy ahoted from the poems.* Bs er eee 
_. Against such an utterance I font venture to put, cee 
eee conveying a saner and a larger view, a passage of Dr. 


4 George Adam Smith, Modern C: riticism and the Preaching of the 


ky Old. Testament, p. 176. oe 
.. * Recorded by James Knowles; Nineteenth C entury, faa 1893. As or 
oon he ‘spoke, Knowles. says, Tennyson grew ‘crimson with excitement’. 
oot ‘Hi is belief j in personal erly was: epee sotates | think almost the 
ne oe passion he had.’ — : 


eae the uajust, it is better t to. die than to » Hives 


a 8. In Memoriam, XXxiv: | : 
Paes -’Twere best at once to oat to peace, 
Like birds the charming serpent. drawse. | 
To drop head foremost in the jaws 
re Of vacant. darkness and to cease. _ | 
Compare the lines to Fitzgerald (dedicatory introduction to T iresiai), 


ee -and contrast with. ‘Tennyson's. utterances the well-known words of as 


i Socrates: ‘If the rulers of the universe do not i prefer the just man tO ; i a 











Es A QUESTION ¢ OF 3 BROPORTION | | as 


Hutchison Stirling’ S, quoted in his recently published Life. 
Dr. Stirling himself, it may be as well to say, held the con-_ 
_viction of imrnortality with peculiar antenSILY yet he writes: 
‘We shail not speak of love or of one’s daily meals, or of 
science or of Shakespeare; but-he who has seen the sea and 
the blue of heaven, and the moon and the stars, who has | 
clomb a mountain, who has heard a bird in the woods, who 
has spoken aid been spoken to, who has seen a sock or a 
shoe of his own child, who has known a mother—he will — 
bow the knee afd thank his God and call it good, even | 


_. though his lot in the end be nothingness.’* This is to see 


_ things in a truer proportion, and philosophy is largely a ques- 
- tion of proportion. We cannot afford to stake our whole 
positiog on anything ‘ secondary and inferential’, however 
well-assured we may ourselves be of its truth. Persohal im- 
mortality, as the history of the race abundantly shows, is not 
an absolute necessity, in the sense that without it the world 
becomes a sheer irrationality. There is certainly possible 
a disinterested devotion to ideals whose triumph, as we quite 
simply say, we shall not be there to see. We feel that we 
are sharers in a wider life, and we feel that it is good to 
have been admitted to share it. It is the spirit of the aged 


cued ‘Lord, now lettest thou thy : servant depart in peace > 

.. . for mine eyes have seen thy salvation.” But thatour 
mere themselves should perish, that nothing worth existing = 
should have any pledge of continuance or growth, that the 

world of values, in short, should have no relation to the 
__ world of facts—that is the one intolerable conclusion. And | 
- just because its intolerableness has nothing to do with any 


private hopes or fears, we feel that the refusal to entertain — 


 itisa judgement of objective validity, that it is, in short, of © oe 
the same texture as the apa pnty to believe 2 an intellectual — 


ean: contradiction. 


a James eMCNesat s tir ee His Lif and Work, P. 251. or 





LECTURE UI 


2 RE NINETEENTH-CENTURY DUEL BETWEEN 
_ IDEALISM AND NATURALISM 


In the two preceding lectures we have seen how the 
- problem of theism presented itself to Hume and Kant, the 
two thinkers who stand in the mid-stream of the modern 
philosophical movement, and whose influence may be 
discerned in most of its subsequent course. Neither of 
them can be said to have emancipated himself from the 


external deism of his ave and environment; but i other 


respects the contrast between the two is so great th at we 


seem, in passing from one to the other, to be traversing a 


different country and breathing a different atmasphere. The _ 
starting-point, method and goal ae oe reasoners seem - | 


‘contemplation of the works of nature ’ ands its ania 


result with the Kantian argument which rests the whole 
case on the intrinsic worth of the moral personality. [ 
ae “criticized a certain externality and poverty of feeling in 
ae ee the formal arguments by which Kant establishes the postr 


dates” of immortality and the existence of God. But his 


central idea of value, as a determining factor in philos sophical — 


Hee value. operates as an assuf 


es | explanation, I took to be not only sound in itself but the — 4 


| _ fundamental contention of all idealistic philosophy since 
his ‘time. - | aan os 


ln ‘Kant’ Ss immediate e sucegssors, I said, the idea of 


fhption, and it is entirely 






detached by them from. the ‘special ‘associattons of the 
Kantian. ‘theory of knowledge. The actual phrase first: 


occurs as a watchword in the long duel between Naturalism a 


8 ¢ and Idealism which followed the aaa: of the ‘great Te 
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‘idealistic. systems and dominated the whole of the sseond 
half of the nineteenth century ;, and it reappears there in 
amore distinctively Kantian form. The modern formula- 

tion of the ultimate issue as between Naturalism and Ideal- 

ism has, indeed, been mainly determined by two“teatures 
of the Kantian philosophy—on the one hand, by the cri- 
terion of value of which we have been speaking and, on | 
the other hand, by the abrupt separation which Kant makes _ 
between the theoretic and the practical reason—between — 
the objective certitude, or knowledge, attainable in the scien- 
tific sphere and the subjective certitude, or faith, on which — 
our ethical postulates rest. If the former feature 
furnished Idealism with her positive credo, the latter was 
largely responsible, as we shall presently see, for the dis- 
advantageous conditions under which she had often to fight 
her battles. For, as I have already partly indicated, the 
principle of ,value may either be employed simply and 
directly, as an immanent presupposition rather than as mat- 
ter of controversial assertion—so we find it on the whole in 
the greater thinkers—or it may appear as a protest of the 
remaining part of our nature against what it takes to be the 
usurpation of SurOnity by the pure intellect. As it was 
phrased by Pascal, ‘the heart has its reasons, of which the 
reason knows nothing.’ It is in this latter form that the _ 
argument frequently tends to appear in the controversy with — 

_ Naturalism during the period to which I have referred; — 

and perhaps it is hardly possible when engaged in such 


a controversy to avoid statements which seem to = Oe 
imply a dualism and a conflict between two sides OF our” ose. 


nature. The more, however, this dualism is emphasized, 


the more insecure the results claimed by the sense of value ae 
will, come to appear. The heart, as Tennyson says, may 


pe stand up. ‘like a man in wrath’ ‘against the freeziag a 


ee reason’s s colder part’ ;? but strength of assertion will: MOE ea 


: In M emoriam, cxxiv. 
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= suffice to. banish the recurring doubt that, however cold and | 
unacceptable we may find the conclusions of the reason, _ 
they may nevertheless be. true—nay, must be so, unless — 
the premisses of Naturalism can be invalidated. The reas- 
-sertion “of human values is, in point of fact, effective and 
~ convincing only when if is accompanied by the demonstra-_ 
tion that the conclusions of Naturalism rest on a misin-— 
~ terpretation of the nature of the scientific tlteories on which | 
they are based. And this may be shown, I think, by 
philosophical criticism to be the case, without abandoning 
the guidance of reason or indulging 3 in any campaign against i: 
‘intellectualism’. - 
We have first, however, to see how the philosophical ques- — 
tion actually shaped ifself during the last sixty years; and — 
examination will show that the way was paved for the 
more subjective, and essentially more sceptical, statement 





of the principle of value, by the specific form*in which Kant 
cast his results, no less than by. the immense prestige 4 i 
acquired by science during the period in question. I have _ 


referred to the abrupt separation made by Kant. between 
the theoretical and the practical reason. That ‘Separa tion 
-or dualism may be attributable in part to Kant’s favourite — 
‘method of ‘isolating’ his problems, and the subsequent 
difficulty of co-ordihating the results of his separate in- 


 quiries, But in the present case it must be admitted that 


_ Kant keeps steadily i in view the complementary relation of ee 


a the first two. Critiques ; the statement of the results of the 


ae analysis of scientific knowledge in the Pure Reason is con- : 
oe | | stantly punctuated by forward references to the conclusions — . | aN 


nes worked out in the Practical Reason. The nature of Kant’s 
| theory of knowledge i is really explained by the relation Of 
. his undertaking to. the scientific | knowledge of his time. oF os 





‘dt you read the Critique of Pure Reason,’ says M. ‘Bergson, S 


‘you see. that Kant has criticized not. reason in general, | 








: but a a reason fashioned to the habits and exigencies of the se 











i once or Spires he imoan con ise (Pas 


pela ae 
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| leaeuas mechanism or the Neqiecian physics.’ ‘Modern | 
| philosophy was born along with modern science, or, to be 
more strictly correct, it followed close upon it, as a reflec- 


tive analysis and generalization of its methods and results. 


The extent to which the physic¢ of Galileo is transfused 
_ into the systems of the founders of “modern philosophy has 


become a historical commonplace. It is seen in Descartes 
and Spinoza no "less than in Hobbes and Gassendi. Com- 
pleted by the genius of Newton, the world-scheme of 


mathematical physics has stood, almost down to our own 
day, as the ultimate ideal of knowledge which, if we could — 
realize it in respect of the molecular constitution of bodies, 


would reveal to us, as Locke thought, their hidden 
“essence * 
_ The categories of Kant are, in this respect, a philosophical 


- generalization of the Newtonian astronomy; the reciprocal 


interaction of ‘material particles in space is the kind of 
experience, the logical conditions of whose possibility they 


summarize. ‘How is mathematics possible?’ and ‘ How is 
- pure physics possible? ’—into these two quesfions Kant 


translates his inquiry in the Prolegomena. To this experi- 


ence the title of knowledge is restricted; within this sphere 
alone is logical certainty attainable. Kant acknowledges, it 
is true—or rather, he insists—that the. action of the moral _ 
will finds no place in this world-scheme; and as it is in 
the self responsive to duty, capable of moral goodness or 
badness, that he finds the real man and the only example _ 
of intrinsic value, he brands the world of knowledge as — 
merely phenomenal, when contrasted wit’ the real world 
of moral persons and actions. But, in the historical | 
sequel, the henorific title of Knowledge, as compared oe 
ee with the Faith or Belief on which he bases the verities nes 


ee tLe ‘Hovalistisme soekobnysaue: et la métaphgiique positive. The eS 
- passage is quoted by Mee A. ‘D. Lindsay in | the introduction to his ee 
| — Ppilosophy on Rasen a 
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= of the “ehical coe? “proved — more potent than the 

. disparaging adjective phenomenal, especially when the 

~ real world from which the phenomenal _ is distinguished 
_ was. described by so my 2. -sounding a term = as 


| noumenal. ° 
A similar 1 impression Ss Bier ee by Kant’s halting treat- | 


ment of aesthetic experience and of. the ore anion inthe... 
Critique of Judgment. While recognizing® in both cases a 


range of experience which his categories f¢ ail to express, he 
refuses to treat the aesthetic and the bilogical account of 
the phenomena as more than aesubjective way of looking 
-at facts which, were our analysis keen enough, might yet 
be reduced to instances of mechanical determination. — In. 
this way, the impression is fostered that scientifig explana- 


tion must always be in terms of mathematical physics—that 


science and mathematical physics are in fact interchangeable 
terms, and that any phenomena which refuse to be reduced 


- to mechanical terms may be treated as a subjective gloss - 
upon the text of objective knowledge. And the ethical doc- - 


Z _trine, despite its primacy for Kant himself, and in spite 





of the part it played in his idealistic successors, came in 
like manner to be regarded by many as an after-thought 
on the philosopher’s part, intended to atone for the 
iconoclasm of the first Critique, or, at best, as an uncalied- oe 


for and baffling addition to an otherwise clear and Saasistent ae 


one doctrine. 


We may hold-—and y ‘do hold-that- to. ead. Kant’s 


“oS phlteganbay thus is. wholly to misr ‘ead: its author’s ‘inten- eet 
_ tion, and to neglect the plain indications, of the solidarity soo 


the three Critiques as integral parts of a coherent. scheme. a 


oo Nevertheless, the broad fact remains, if. we leave out of 


_ account in the meantime the. great idealistic movement — A 
— Which was. the immediate sequel | of the Kantian philosophy a 


in. Germany, that, for. the average nineteenth-century OES 


igi thinker, it was the: negative s side of Kant’ Ss teaching—the 
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| Fuel linsiiation’ of knowledge to ‘the world ae sense-per- ae 
- ception—that was of real significance; and the Kantian 
phenomenalism came to be identified with a somewhat _ 
- facile agnosticism or relativism. Kant himself had treated _ 
physical science as the type and. norm of true knoWledge, 
~and accordingly the prestige of purely physical explanations 
within the world of experience was hardly lessened by. the | ee 


formal acknowl&dgement at the end that the world we know _ 


is only the appearance to us of an unknown and unknow- 


able reality. Suclt is the type of thought which meets us — } 


in Spencer and Huxley. ,Spencer did adopt a percentage 


of Kantian doctrine, as distilled by Sir William Hamilton; 


Huxley appeals as: readily to Berkeley and Hume and 
_physiological psycholog y as to Kart. Both thinkers are 
able, when challenged, to repudiate the charge of material- 
ism, and they do so quite honestly. Nevertheless, their 
effective thinlsing is done entirely in physical terms, and 
the result is a sheer materialistic mechanism with conscious- 
ness as an epiphenomenon—an inactive and eae 
superfluous accompaniment of the — machinery. It 
sufficient to refer to Spencer’s reduction of the ee 
*-to.a problem in the re-distribution of matter and motion, 
and to Fuxley’s theory _ of conscious attomata, as an 
| intlication of the kind of doctrine * which was thought ey 
in the seventies -of last century to be imposed upon us —™” 
alike by the criticism of pao ledee and by the results. Of es oe 
wee! ee | : hoe 
ot afaick elder selation to Kant, ve more igpieat in ite 
ok attitude: was Lange’ s widely influential Hj igtory of M aterial- ee 
ism, the first edition of which appeared in 1865. Lange’ gas 
_ work was ay important factor in promoting the ‘return 
eto: Kant? which was so prominent a feature of the later eee ee oS 
eee : decades. of the nineteenth. century. His own neo-Kan- Noy ee BEE Ng 
 tianism, which is intended to be a translation of Kant into 
ea the t terms of modern scientific ‘thought, 3 is no doubt more, on 
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bs -obtectly described by the late Professor Adamson as a 
: reproduction of Hume in terms of physiological psychology ; 


- for Lange has left out of his statement all the profounder 


elements in the Kantian philosophy. But the historically — 

 imporfnt fact was the contemporary acceptance of this 
somewhat shallow relativism as the permanent outcome of 
-Kant’s teaching. For Lange’s History, well-written and — 


_ with a’ fine ethical undertone, was widely read, and formed Ms ake 
the historical and philosophical staple of contemporary men 


of science when they entered the speculative field. Now — 
Lange explicitly identifies reality (IVirklichkeit) with the 
mechanistic scheme as materialism presents it. But ‘one 
thing is certain’, he adds, ‘namely, that man requires a 
completion of reality ‘by an ideal world which he creates 
for himself, and in the creation of which the highest and 
noblest of his spiritual functions co-operate.’ And he 
_ points to Schiller’s philosophical poems as the best example _ 
of such imaginative creation, in. which the spirit takes its 


flight in das Gedankenland der Schonheit’, and finds there _ 


“not only aesthetic satisfaction, but. also éthical harmony — 
“and religiotts peace. The future of religion and of specu- 





lative metaphysics lies, according to him, in this free ‘poetic 


ae creation of a spiritual home (Heimath der Geister) in which — oe 


our highest ideals are realized. And inasmuch as, in the nS 


ee ‘SI irit of Kant, we recognize the ‘real’ world of science 10 <x a 
Pp g 


Hoe be itself but a phenomenon, a product of our intellectual 


organization, Lange holds, as against dogmatic materialism,  * 
| ~~ that: we have a certain right to solace ourselves with such 86 


oo -spectilative creations. _ Experience, he says, is the product 


not of our orgattization alone, but of that organization in 


commerce with ‘unknown factors '—with a foreign power 6! 
which partly lays compulsion upon us, partly allows itself 





. te be moulded - to our ends. All the oes: of this 





oe perception, but it may be that the ideals of art t and religion Se 





net eet be agree alan gi oe 


Nan a ee 
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point us to its more intimate nature. At all events, they are 
the sources of all that man. has ever. reverenced as divine; | 
and it is as ‘ free poesy ’, and not as theoretic truth, that this - 
‘world of values’ succeeds in lifting our spirits above the 
lets and hindrances of time. Vaihinger, writing sOme ten — 
years later asa sympathetic expositor and disciple, was more 
emphatic than Lange himself in bidding us remember that — 


the world of the speculative imagination is no more than ‘ a Aas 
| “subjective ideal, with no claim to represent reality ’. | 


So interpreted it is obvious that the ‘flight to the 
Ader ’ becomes no better than an elaborate process of — 


self-deception—a painful effort to shut our eyes to the 
_ features of what we know in our heart to be the real 
‘nature @f existence. And if that is So, it is equally obvious 
that the gmpulse to shape a fairer and a nobler world* must 
speedily wither at the root. The function can only be 
sustained by ssome degree of faith in the reality of the 
vision. As Martineau eloquently puts it at. the outset of 


his Study of Religion: ‘Amid all the sickly talk about 
‘ideals’ which has become the commonplace of our age, 
it is well to remember that, so long as they area mere self- 


oi painting of the yearning spirit, they have no more solidity 


or steadiness than floating air- bubbles, g gay in the sunshine 


and broken by the passing wind. .7?. The very gate of 
entrance to [religion] is the disogers ‘that your gleaming © 
ideal is the everlasting Real, no transient brush of a fancied 
- angel’s wing, but the abiding presence and persuasion of 
the Soul of souls: short of “this: there -i8 xo object given 
you’? The wavering position of Lange and ‘the: more): 
- definitely negative position of Vaihinger prove sufficiently = 
4 that, in spite 9f their would-be Kantian theory of knowledge, mo 
the mechanical system in space and time remains the bed- 
- rock of their world-theory, - ae ee oo 


* “Hartmann, Diihring und Lange. P. 18. 
7 Study oF ie, vol. i P ag 
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A deta earlier than Tabak History, ihe crass and’. 


noe Hlatant materialism which spread over Germany after | 
collapse of Hegelian idealism lad drawn from Lotze, it 













the preface to the Mikrokosmos (1856), his mneriorable 
- protest against the ‘ presumptuous boldness’ with which, in 
the name of science and’ a supposed service of truth for 
- truth’s sake, many gloried in renouncing and trampling on 
all that has been held most sacred by the’soul of man. — 
As he pointed out, his own early work in philosophy had 
been in support of an extension to organic life of a purely 
‘mechanical method of explanation in contrast to the old 
‘vitalistic theory. He was thus in no way inclined by his’ 
antecedents to contest the claims of mechanism to be the 
_ universal and only legitimate mode of scientific explanation. | 
But (as he summarized his own position), while recegnizing 
_ how absolutely universal is the extent, he recognized also — 
how completely subordinate is the significance? of the func- — 





tion which mechanism has to fulfil in the structure of the 
world. He emphasizes this conviction in the distinction he 


i draws, on Kantian lines, between the world of forms and — 
oo __ the world of. values. The former, the world. regarded as 


a mere succession of facts, of changing shapes, cannot be — 


conceived as self-subsistent. The function of mechanism 
2 as ane short,” essentially instrumental; as Leibnitz ‘said,:/ °°: 
ee » Causes efficientes pendent a finalibus. ‘ The scientific under- a 
ee standing fh has to be supplemented by the reason. appreciative es 
~ of value’? For truth itself, he says again, we demand 


a value, ‘and this value, this justification, it can attain only 





a as an element in the total life of an intelligent being. If 


truth were. merely the reflection in consciousness of an 






eos already, existent world, this ‘ barren rehearsal. ‘ewould have os 


a no" self-sustaining value or. significance, such as those who 





oe me : dei ty truth for truth’s sake s seem to Papeete. Truth, there) iE 3 


as a a * Mitroboons, Book 1 0, hap v. 
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i fore, as Plato said, is subordinate to, the getierat conception im 
| of the Good, and the world of forms must receive its final — 


explanation from the world of values whose medium it: is. 


~ This Lotze. offers as his immovable conviction rather than 


as the result of a philosophical tlemonstration. He empha- 


sizes indeed the impossibility of any such deductive cer- 


tainty as Hegelian idealism seemed to claim to,possess. — 


eS the alternatives of Naturalism and Idealism, 
he says, ‘I cannot for a moment doubt that the latter 


alternative is alone permissible; the whole sum of Nature 
can be nothing else than «he condition for the realization of _ 


the Good. . . . But this decided conviction indicates only 
an ultimate gad farthest goal that may give our thoughts 


their dérection’: it does not indicate knowledge’ that deserves. 


- the nar&e of science, in the sense, namely, that it can be - 
- formulated in a demonstrable doctrine. To our human 
reason a chdsm that cannot be filled, or at least that has 
never yet been filled, divides the world of values from the 


world of forms... . With the firmest conviction of the 


undivided unity of the two we combine the most distinctly 
_ conscious belief in the impossibility of this aa poids 
- known.’ ? 


Lotze’s “statement: remains. typically Kantiae in the 


“chasm ’ it makes between the world of forms, as the sole 
Z 7 object of knowledge, and the world of values, as resting on 
merely subjective conviction. The world of knowledge is 
also apparently identified: by him, as by Kant, with the = . 
ae mechanistically conceived world of physical science. In ne 
some ways, indeed, Lotze’s statement ~f the position ame 
presses a reader as even more subjective and apologeticthan ts 
o Kant’ s—perhaps owing to the critical and balancing ehar- oe: mee ee 
acter of his mind and the reaction which can constantly ie 
be detected in him against what he deemed the. over- ee 


we + Mibroboomos, oe. of Hook H ate 
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2 teteaeets of ‘speculative idealism. In spite of the firm 


assertion of the principle of value, there is wanting some- 
how the magisterial tone which, seems to invest Kant’s. 
ethical pronouncements with an objectivity of their own. 
But Lot%e’s statement of the philosophical problem, as 
a conflict between supposed or apparent results of science 
and the cherished objects of religious faith, truthfully re- | 
~ flects the attitude of thoughtful men during the latter half of | 
the nineteenth century. This conflict provides philosophy 
during the period with its subject-matter, and in Lotze’s 
view the problem does not admit of an intellectually coercive 
solution. The contribution of philosophy to an intellectual 
_ harmony, or perhaps it would be more accurate to say, to 
a modus vivendi, is to pofnt out the limitations of the merely 
scientific point of view—the ‘disinterested understanding’ 
as he calls it in one place—and to vindicate ‘ the belief that, 
in its feeling for the value of things and their relations, our — 
reason possesses as genuine a revelation as, in the principles. 
or logical ve vets it has an indispensable instrument 
of experience ’. | 
Largely through Lotze’ s influence on Albrecht Ritschl, 
his colleague at Gottingen, the idea of value passed into 


: | theological thought. Formulating in the sharpest way the... 2. 


opposition between tlfeoretic and religious knowledge, “ 
_ Ritschl sought to base theology exclitsively on ‘judgements 


os of value’, and thus place its doctrines on a foundation : 


independent of controversies as to scientific matter of | 


fact. There is much that is profoundly true in Ritschl’: go 


a attempt to purge faditional doctrines of. what he calls... 
aS their ‘ metaphysical ’ accretions, and to. restore to them (or : 


to give to them) a purely religious significagce ; and it 


is matter of common knowledge that. Ritschlianism, de- 
—_- veloped as it has been by a singularly able. band of pupils i. 
eee aad followers, has been perhaps the most important theo- | 





" * Books 1 Ul, se v Engl translation, vol. i, B a 
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logical movement of the last forty years. But it is scapassible: a 
to maintain, in the rigidity of its original formulation, the 
opposition between judgements of value and judgements of — 


fact. Unless the objects of religious faith are real, theology 


all, the human mind is also one, and not a bundle of un- 


apprehending reality must have a relation to one another - 
through their common ‘basis both in the subject and in the 


is entirely in the air; and if, they are real it is“impossible _ 
to treat the world of religious belief and the world of fact, 
as science and philosophy handle it, as if they were two 


non-communicating spheres. Reality is one, and, after — 


connected and conflicting faculties. Our various modes of 


object. Philosophy is just the attempt of the reason to 


realize the co-ordination of the different aspects of experi- 


ence, and thereby to express, as far as may be, the nature 


| of the total fact. But Ritschl’s procedure amounts in effect 
- to an invitation to do without philosophy altogether—to 
leave the apparent conclusions of science and the ethico- 


religious interpretation of the world standing side by side, 


with no criticism of either and no attempt at mediation or 


* . * ae ° » 
co-ordination. Such a dualism is essentially a surrender to 


scepticism, and is therefore a seed of weakness in the 
-Ritschlian theology. Man cannot find rest by balancing him- 


é 


self in this fashion first upon one lef and then upon another. ose 
But the dualistic position is entirely in keeping with the spirit == 
of the period in which it took its rise. It was ebb-tide Ines: 


philosophy, regarded as a synthetic doctrine. There was 


aaa widespread distrust of philosophical constructions, engen- 


dered by the excesses of speculative idgglism, more particu- 


: larly in the field of the ‘ Philosophy of Nature’. At the > 
same time, the ‘concentration of the best energies of. the is . : ae 
| time on the special work of science and on historical re- ae ee 
: search encouraged | a ‘ positive ’ or anti- -metaphysical habit oo | . 

| : r of mind ; and popular philosophy of the negative variety was | : oe i) s 
- alreatly exploiting j ina materialistic interest the conclusions a ee 
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6 to which the ‘scientific Gia seetried to point. The salvage — 
cf OF religious belief from this encroaching tide is the iaterest ” 
+ both of Lotze and of Ritschl. But immensely subtle and — 

suggestive as is their work, both are fatally hampered by 
the subjectivity of their theory of knowledge, which they 
accepted from Kant with Sdaptations of their own, and 
- which resylts in the unsatisfactory blend of Idealism and 
Agnosticism that has just been considered. * 
- Popularly, though inaccurately, described as ‘the con- — 
flict between science and religion’, the opposition of which | 
~ Lotze speaks figured largely in the theological and anti- 
theological literature of the century, and drew from Herbert 
Spencer a few years later (1862) the opening chapters of 
the First Principles in which, with the best of intengions 
but with‘a certain fatuity, he presented his doctrine ef the 
Unknowable as offering ‘ the terms of a real and permanent 
peace’ between the combatants. ‘If Religion and Science 
are to be reconciled, the reconciliation must be this deepest, 


=e permanent peace will be reached when Science becomes. | 
_ fully convinced that its explanations are proximate and rela~ | 
he Wy while Religion becomes’ fully convinced that the mys-— | 


the ‘Unknowable. ‘What iS knowable | he appropriates, a 


abandons, without reserve, to religion. . as “The one pos- 
-sesses all that can be known, the other all that segs worth — 


ee First t Principles, ehap: ii, p. 6. oles ‘Ibid., chap. % P. 107 
ot * Foundations of Bali Ist ted, Pp oe 


widest and most certain of all facts—that the Power which > : 
the Universe manifests to us is utterly inscrutable.”' ‘A 





_ tery it coritemplates is. ultimate and absolute.’ ” As Mr. . . 
Balfour wittily puts it: . ‘His method 1 182 simple. one. ie es - ;: ee 
He divides the verities which have to be believed into those 
which | relate to the Knowable and those which relate tor. 





without. exception, gor. science, what is -unknowa ble he 


knowing. | With so equal a partition of the spoils both ile 
ombatants: should be content,’ a Spencer, s doctrine of the se oe 
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| relativity of knowledge and the unknowableness of reality 
was, of course, a direct descendant of the Kantian opposi-. 
tion between the phenomenon and the thing-in-itself; and 


. the reconciliation bears a certain resemblance to the corre- | 


: 
sponding contrast in Kant between knowledge and belief. 
But in Spencer’s case the object of belief is something to 
" which we are to ‘ refrain from assigning any attributes what- 


ever’. We shall not be able to dvoid representing it to 1. o . we) 


eunselven in some form of thought ’ ; and ‘ we shall not. err. 
in doing this 4, he quaintly says, ‘so long as we treat every _ 


oS _ notion we thus frame as merely a symbol, witerly without — 


resemblance to that for which it stands.’ The words which 
I have italicized were withdrawn, it is fair to say, in 1900, | 
the author having apparently by that time come to realize 
the veductio ad absurdum which they involve. | 

_ Mr. Balfour’s own philosophical work is one of the most 


_ charactertstic products of the conflict we have been con- 


' sidering. It offers as clear an example as could be desired 
of the tendency to seek an escape from the conclusions of 


_ Naturalism, either in a purely sceptical position or, at all 
events, by a line of argument which limits and disparages. 


the function of reason in experience. In the Defence of 


_ Philosophic Doubt, published in 1879 at the very flood-tide _ ee 
_ of naturalistic confidence, Mr. Balfour turned his sceptical Coe 


batteries upon the reputed foundation of the naturalistic 


creed in the certainties of sense-perception. His conclusion = 


. is, that the ordinary scientific beliefs about the material ie 


world, which we all share, are not based upon reason “bab oe 
| thrust on us by the practical, needs o@ life. No doubt the | Sue we 


concatenation of the parts is brought about by the exercise _ in 


of reason, but ‘ the system as a whole is incapable of rational - 2s 
defence ’. ’? Tt cannot, therefore, set itself ‘up as a standard ee ee 


os to which religious beliefs must conform. eA a is at at es 


- ; First Principles, chap. vy, p. 109. fd a ae 
i Seana: of Baeesnehte Doubt, OD 355. 
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any rate no worse off than science in the matter of nteor. 
and therefore we have as much right to believe the one as 
the other, if so inclined. The state of matters may, in fact, 
be described in his own words thus: ‘I and an indefinite 
number of other persons, if ewe contemplate religion and 
7 science as unproved system§ of belief standing side by side, 
- feel a practical need for both... . But as no legitimate 
argument can be founded on the mere existence of this 
need or impulse, so no legitimate argument can be founded - 
on any differences which psychological analfsis may detect 
between different cases of its manjfestation. We are in 
this matter, unfortunately, altogether outside the sphere of 
Reason’* In sucha passage, and in others like it, we have — 
obviously a formulation’ of the purest scepticismg for 
a parallel to which we have to go back to Hume—the _ 
Hume of the Treatise. Hume also, like Mr. Balfour, seeks 
to reduce belief to ‘a kind of inward inclination or im- 





pulse ’—‘ a strong propensity ’ is his favourite phrase—and 6, 2 


“he consistently substitutes for logical grounds of belief the 
psychological causes which bring it about. A more dan- 
gerous defence of religious beliefs it would be difficult, I 
think, to imagine; it surrenders all claim to rational criticism 


of the dogmas offered for acceptance, and supplies, accord- 
ee ingly, no safeguard againet the | re-invasion Ot the grossest | 
oe Superstition. | . : : if 
eo ao Phere.is much mote that is constructive ins ie liter Se 
8 volume on The Foundations of Belief. It contains, for 

oe example, the significant argument for Theism ‘ from the 


: | : * Defence of Philosofic Daubt, Dp. 319-20 (i ital ics Heys Ci. Pp. . 
i 316-17: ‘What constitute the “claims on our belief " which I assert to | 
be possessed. alike by Science and Theology? . : » Whatever. they may 


ae be, they are not rational grounds of conviction. . It wold be more 


proper to describe them as a kind of inward inclination or impulse, | 
falling, far short of —I should. perhaps rather say, altogether differing i in. 
kind from—philosophic certitude, leaving the reason therefore unsatis- | 

fied, but amounting nevertheless to a practical cause of belief, in rom he ee 





ie effects of which, we o's not" even 1 desire to be released.’ | 
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mere fact that we know, a eb: which like every - other has 


to be accounted for’. If the general system of. scientific | 
beliefs is to be accepted as rational—which is the conten- 
tion of Naturalism and also the assumption of, common-_ 
sense—it must be because ‘ we bring to the study of the 
world the presupposition that it'is the work of a rational 


_ Being, who made it intelligible, and at the same time made 


us, in however feeble a fashion, able to understand it.’? 
-Thave pointed out elsewhere ? the affinities of Mr. Balfour’ Ss 


procedure here*with Kant’s central argument in the first — | 
Critique from the possibility of experience, especially when | 


that argument is amplified by Kant at the close, by 
reference to the regulative function of the Ideas of Pure 


- Reasen, so that, even in the theoretical sphere, as he points 
out, reason teaches us to regard reality as intelligible in 


all its parts, and therefore as if it were the product of 
a supreme Reason. And, like Kant, having postulated ‘a 
rational God in the interests of science’, Mr. Balfour goes 

on to postulate ‘a moral God in the inrerects of morality ’.° 
The argument from ‘ needs’ to their satisfaction—presented 
in the Defence i Philosophic Doubt so sceptically that we 
find the terms ‘need’ and ‘impulse’ used at times as 
_ equivalent *—is here deepened $0. as to be substantially 
*identical with the principle of value. The author recognizes — 


also thé caution with which the argument requires to be 
a “Whether this correspondence be best described. ee 
as that which obtains between a “need.” and its “satis- 9 9p 0 
faction ”,’ he says, ‘may be open to question. But, at all = 
events, let it be understood that if, the wlation described is, 


on the one side, something different from that between a 


premiss: ang its conclusion, so, on the other, it is s intended ee tuates 
3 Foundations of Belief, pp. 296, 301. : - 


* Man’s Place in the C osmos, and ed., | Pp. 159-213, = Mi. Balfoue ‘and fs 

“his Critics.’ ie 

_ Foundations of Belief, Dp. 323. : pe 
“e, &. in the Bees ee aur on PB. 60. 
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2 £6: be equally remote from that between a ern and its. 
- fulfilment... . For the correspondence postulated is not 


ae between the fleeting fancies of the individual and the 


‘immutable verities of an unseen world, but between these 
charactevistics of our nature which we recognize as that in. 
us which, though not mecessarily the strongest, is - 


: highest ; which, though not ey the most universal 


neverthéless the best.’ * ; . a | | 
It is a pity that so much that is sound and valuable 
should be associated with an elaborate argument in dis-_ 
paragement of reason and an exaltation of authority which 
seems to introduce again that unhappy disruption of our 
nature which is philosophically so dangerous an expedient. 
i ae out on a closer scrutiny that Mr. Balfour uses 
“reason ’ in the old English sense of reasoning, or the proc- 
ess of conscious logical ratiocination ; and it ios not require 
any argument to convince us that the vast, majority of 
human beliefs—including certainly our ethical, social, and 
_ religious beliefs—have not been reached by such a process. 
‘They have been generated in the individual, as Mr. Balfour _ 
“says, by ‘ cugtom, education, public opinion, the contagious — 
convictions of countrymen, family, party, or Church’. But 
. it is to court misapprehension when he proceeds to sum up | 


er these various forces wader the term Authority, and to ex 


Bee press his meaning (which every one surely would accept) in 


the form of an elaborate contrast between Authority. and: 
_ Reason as operative forces in human belief and action. This 
age, of the term authority is, if I may say so, itself without Ma 
authority in current English usage, and if we do take it in 
Mr. Balfour’s sense to céver causes such as those enumerated 


es above—custom, education, public. opinion, and so forth—the_ : 





i wees radical opposition between authority and reason at once dis- oO 
appears. The contrast is really between the private, con- 
: Asleualy acting r reason of the individual and the historic ‘Teas 2 


“Foundations, PP. 78 
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o son in which i is summed up the experience of the race. The 
~ advance of speculative thought since Kant has largely con- 


- sisted in surmounting the abstract and unhistoric individual- o 


ism of preceding philosophy, which we find also in Kant 
himself, and bringing home to us the larger or corporate rea- 
son, active in history and embodied in the social structure. 


The term reason cannot, in short, be identified with the e 
logical intellect» without a grave departure even from ordi- 
nary usage. Mr. Balfour himself adopts the larger sense 


| involuntarily from time to time in other passages of his — 


book, as when he speaks gf Reason as ‘the roof and crown 


of things ’, ") or. of Naturalism as deposing * ee from its 
_ ancient position as the Ground of all existence’? And if it 
isa ‘deyiation from ordinary usage %o to restrict the term, 
the disparagement of reason also sounds strangely in the | 


le mouth of a thinker. ‘I express myself with caution,’ 


said Bishop Butler in a similar connexion, ‘lest I should be 


mistaken to vilify reason, which is indeed the only faculty = 


we have wherewith to judge concerning anything, even — 
revelation itself’. The august name of reason is, ina sense, 


| the symbol of the unity of our nature as intelfigences, and 


the appeal to the non-rational soon leads us into strange | 


tc company and to strange conclusions. oe 
 eThis is well exemplified in another® volume characteristic ee 


ae of the trend of thought towards the close of the century, 
Mr. Kidd’s Social Evolution, published in 1894, a year bene 
ae fore Mr. Balfour’ s book, takes reason and rational in a sim-_ aoe 
ilar narrow sense. Dealing with its ethicaland socialaction, = 
2 Mr. ‘Kidd identifies reason with the princjgle of the baldest 


os self-interest, and treats it, therefore, as essentially a divisive 07 : c 
as and disintegrative force, reaching finally - the monstrous con- : So 


clusion that reason is ‘the most profoundly individualistic, = 
: anti-social, and anti- -evolutionary. of all human qualities’, Ue ee 


ae Nace therefore, he i is bound to have | recourse to what | ss aes 





ape Te *P. Be a a * Analogy, , Past) i chap. ii, es coe es 
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he calls * ‘ ultra-rational, sanctions’ to explain the possibility 


of social cohesion and social evolution. It is the chief f une-, 
tion of religion, he says, to Supply such sanctions. Reli- 
gion, on the basis of these definitions, is essentially in antag-_ 
onism to reason. ‘A rational religion is a scientific | 
impossibility, ‘the essential element in all religious beliefs ’ 


being ‘the ultra-rational sanction which they provide for a 


social conduct ’.* In reactionary circles the attack on reason, 
and the stress laid on religion as the only bond of cohesion. 
in human society, | were equally weléome. In France, 


- especially, where an’ anti-religious scientific dogmatism had 


been peculiarly pretentious and aggressive, the ideas of 
Mr. Kidd and Mr. Balfour had a great reception from 


Brunetiére and other literary leaders. Extravagant prom- 


ises had been held out in the name of Be IeMGe py Oniisee 
impossible of fulfilment—and Bruneti¢re’s phrase, ‘the 
bankruptcy of science,’ was primarily intended to signalize 


the failure of a materialistically interpreted science to fulfil 
its own programme as moral and social guide of humanity. 


But the controversial phrase gained wide currency and was | 
given a more extended application. The bigotry of negation a 


7 : led by revulsion to. a ee ae of ern eee was | feady to cy! 


ae seed siinplidities 0 oe “faith, As aig ae been | et : 
from the terms in which the controversy was stated, the 


whole movement tended to be exploited in the interests. Of 
ee -clericalism: and. reaction. Such j is the danger to which the a 


| assailant of reason inevitably exposes himself. oe 
SG I have dwelsin- the latter part ‘of. this lecture on 1 the | SSE 
a tendency to slip into an anti-intellectualistic, and even irra- 


ee r have done so because I believe that this i is to > enmieeet 





oyce 2 fonalistic: mode of statement in expressing the principle of 
'-value, and we have considered some historical instances of = 
this tendency i in the course of the sixty years’ controversy. 








mies -* Social Evolution, chap. vs 1D. 10D, 
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ie the principle itself, which i is true only when taken as caheeee | 
in our experience as a whole. A house divided against itself 


_ cannot stand, and if value is’set in opposition to reason, it 
must. inevitably appear as a subjective and arbitrary judge- 


ment. Hence the mere assertiott of the principle is not 


enough; it must be articulated as far as possible into a _ 


- coherent system of reality, and shown to represent the 


ultimate insight of a larger knowledge. The only ultimately — 
satisfactory answer to Naturalism is a philosophical con-. 
~ struction of reality which can stand on its own merits. Such 


~aconstructive theory shouldée able to show that Naturalism 


is essentially the substantiation of a fragment which can 

exist only as an element in a larger whole. In other words, 
the reassettion of human values becomes effective and con- 
> vincing onPy when it is accompanied by a demonstration that - 


the naturalistic conclusions rest on a misinterpretation of ....~ a 


_ the nature of thé scientific theories on which they are based. 
_ That this is so I hope to illustrate in the next lecture from 
the advance of science itself. 

































‘LECTURE Iv 
“THE LIBERATING iNFLUE NCE OF BIOLOGY 


THE, advance of science itself, and the continued reflec- 
. ‘tion of scientific men upon their own principles and methods, A 


has been powerfully instrumental within the last quarter — 
of a century in relieving us from the naturalistic incubus. — 


This result has been brought about in two W vays—in- ‘the _ 


first instance, by a truer view of the function of scientific. 
conceptions and the meaning of scientific laws; in the second 
place, by the advancé of scientific knowledge itself, more 
especially, so far as our present purpose is congerned, by 
the development of biology as a separate science. In the 





present lecture it is upon the second point. that I wish tod 


dwell, upon the new insights gained from biological s science, 
and their influence in emancipating us from the bad dream | 
of Naturalism. The last half-century has been pre-emi- 
nently the age of biology. There has been, of course, a 





continued advance (in nnd ways marvellous and latterly 
even revolutionary ) of phy sical and chemical science. But ae 


_. biology, since the immense impetus given to it by Darwi rin, ne 
y 


has undoubtedly stood in the forefront of human. interest. 


: ae, has exercised a more important influence than any other | 
branch of knowledge in shaping our. general conception or 
mature : and man. And it is not too much to say that we are 


1 “only: now—or let us say, within the last” twenty. years— 
ES beginning to enter, as. philosophers, i into the full results of : 
Saad _ the biologist’s labours. i Os oe 








In this connexion the indissoluble relation ot. philosophy 


es Sg the advance of scientific knowledge ahd the progress. of : 
, ae social experience | is still constantly misconceived. Philosoph- 






a S ical theary i is + still treated 4 in men. y quarters ¢ as. an n arbitrary 














; speculation of the individual thinker, a ight « of the j imagina- | 
tion into a transcendent void, in which the control of facts _ 
is entirely left behind. But there i is an often-quoted meta- 
| phor of Hegel’s—who is usually deemed the most flagrant | 
example of this masterful transtendent way of thinking— 
_ which might have sufficed to dissipate such misconceptions. 






othe owl of Minerva does not start upon her flight.till the ; 


evening twilight has begun to fall.’ ‘It is only when the _ 


actual world has reached its full fruition that the ideal rises 


| to confront the réality, and builds up, in the shape of an_ | 
intellectual realm, that sane world grasped in its substantial — 


being’... P hilosophy is, and can be, nothing more than the on | 


critical ‘interpretation of human experience; and in that 
experierfce the systems of knowledge represented by the 
different® sciences have obviously an important part. 
Philosophy i is, in reference to them, a criticism of the cate- 


_ gories or principles on which they proceed. 


This criticism, it is important to note, is not an abstract | 


_ eriticism undertaken by the philosopher ab extra, according 
to @ priori or self-invented canons of his own., To such a_ 
ee “conception of the philosopher’s attitude and pretensions 1S, 
ae largely due the suspicion with which the average man of | 
science: regards the interference of ,the ‘metaphysician ’. 





Ms And it need not be denied that philosophers in the past have 


often given ground for such jealousy. But philosophical — ae 











ae de ‘criticism is simply the thinking out. and setting in a clear eo ee ae 
7 light of the conceptions and. methods which science actually 


Sie employs. To be fruitful, such an analysis must: be the joint. . : 
outcome of the intimate acquaintange ofthe scientific Spe 
_ cialist with his own range of facts and problems, and of the °°. 9 








4 "discipline i in abstract thought dnd the comprehensive survey ee re 


of experience which we mean by philosophy. ~The work ne 






Q would be best done by the man of science turned philosopher; Se ae 






“1 Wer ke, vol. viii, Pe. 20-1, at the close of the Preface to the Philoso- Te | 


: “ie des Rechts. oe 
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ea although that type is too rare, it is ‘happily not non- 


existent. In any case, the best work of the kind is impossible 
until scientific workers have themselves begun to reflect 


upon the principles of their own procedure—upon the char- 
acteristic modes of behaviour which they investigate, and 
the nature of the conceptions by which they instinctively 
interpret them. Such reflection may easily result in con- 
- flicting theories; still oftener, from lack of acquaintance with 
the counters of thought and their past history and associa- 
tions, it may fail to reach a just expression of what it really | 
_ intends to convey. But, on its basis, the philosopher proper 
may then profitably take up the ‘work and attempt to carry 
the matter to a conclusion, lending his aid to set the points 
at issue in their true tight by comparison with other fields 
of experience, and using the skill derived from his own 
special training to suggest an accurate and well-considered | 
statement. a 

It is some time before a science reaches this eae of 


reflection. In living contact with his subject-matter, the _ : | 


_ scientific worker learns instinctively to appreciate its char- 
acteristic qtialities and modes of behaviour, and develops 





appropriate methods of handling it. But if he sets out to — . 
formulate either, he will i mn all likelihood employ, to. express : ee 


himself, the fossilized metaphysics of common sense or the 
oe ready-to-hand terms of some other science. In the case of S 
biology, it was natural that the prestige of physics andthe 
more recent advances of chemistry should lead, in the first 
instance, to the view that the processes which the biologist 


‘studies in the organism are only very complex examples of — 


the mechanical and chémical processes which are observable | 
_. in non-living Bodies, and that the ideal of explanation in 
biology must therefore be a resolution of the biological fact bh 
Sito simple mechanical relations and movements of which, 
on this view, it is the combined result. Such | a. ‘statement 





ao ae was supposed to be an n analysis. of the fact into its. ultimate 
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terms, an in that sense to be an explanation of it The. 


~ universal claim made for this mode of explanation i is strik- 


ingly exemplified, as we have seen, in the Kantian: philoso- he 


ue phy. The world of science is identified by’ Kant with the 


sphere of applied mathematics, the Newtonian scheme of — 


acting and reacting particles; and the world of seience is 


conterminous with the realm of the knowable. But just be- 


judgement and by ethical faith, bequeathing to philosophy 


an arbitrary and ultimately unjustifiable dualism between — | 


knowledge and belief. The great biological advance belongs 


| — cause he limited the term knowledge in this way, Kant was | 
obliged, in order to include the other aspects of experience, 
to eke out knowledge by subjective principles of reflective — 


to the century between us and Kant, and we should expect | 


accordingly to find in the science and philosophy of to-day _ 
a more adequate interpretation of the characteristic attri- 
- -butes of life than is offered in the Kantian theory. On the | 
whole, this expectation is not disappointed. The mechanistic | 


tradition is still strong, among ‘ the old guard’ of physiolo- 
_ gists, but among the more thoughtful biologists of a younger 


generation, a steadily increasing number of véices is heard 
- pleading for ‘the autonomy of life’. The last series of 
Gifford Lectures delivered in this University by Professor _ 


: _ Briesch, on the ‘Science and Philosophy of the Organism ’, 


“sufficiently attests the prominence of this question at the | 
present, time. There are many strands in M. Bergson’ i | 
eee: _ philosophy, and, asa metaphysical theory of the universe, : a ee, 
as it must be judged by ultimate, philosophical « considerations. een 
a re But undoubtedly the most striking feature of his thought i ie 
the extent to which it is determined by the biological way 
of looking at things. The intimate appreciation of living <6 
ee experience forms the basis of the whole W eltanschauung pt es 
0 which he offers us. His philosophy. connects itself, there- 2 
ae fore, directly with the biological revolt against the reduction ee ee 
pot fealty. to the, interplay of physical constants. — a. Pte t 
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long not frankly recognized in biological theory. When the 


from a victorious campaige against Vitalism. What was 
~ then known as Vitalism.consisted in the assertion of a ‘ vital 
force’ or ‘vital principle’, conceived as Supplementing the 
physical and chemical energies of the organism and direct- 
ing them in the service of the living whole. If one may 


ceived after the fashion of an occult quality or ‘ metaphysi- 
cal’ entity, such as Comte denounced and of which Moliére’s 


causation of the phenomenon in question. Whether the 








| “There was a further reason ce biology did not at first 
~ come to its own—why the specific features of life were for Mi 


great advance began, phy siology had only recently emerged 


judge from the polemic against it, this vital force was con- 


virtus dormitiva is the classical caricature. It was invoked , 

to explain those featufes of the life-processes which the 
physical and chemical forces in operation seemed insufficient | 

to account for; and it was itself conceived as a force on the Pie 
same level—an independent source of energy, interfering in | 

a more or less arbitrary fashion with the otherwise mechani- : : 
cally determined course of intra-organic events. Evidently, 
recourse to such an entity for purposes of explanation is | 

| scientifically as illegitimate as an appeal to the miraculous _ . os 
interposition of the Deity by way of explaining some partic- ee 
ular physical event. Both explanations amount to anen- 
ee couragement ot: intelfectual indolence, inasmuch as they ea 
seem to absolve us from further research into the natural oa 





biological facts can be wholly resolved into physical and | 
- chemical facts or not, it is plainly the duty of the scientific oe 
; investigator to ptess that acknowledged mode of explana- ee 
es Hon inal, directions, to pursue it as his ideal. even though Be hae 
meee prove a flying goal. : In fact, as ‘Dr. Je S. ‘Haldane oe 
ee ‘As Kant: says, ‘It is infinitely important for: eae fo: to let atip Ce. 
or th enechaniism of nature in its products, and in their explanation Not toy oo, 

pass it by; because. without it no insight into the nature of. things can 


ie EC Be. attained... . We should explain all products and occurrences in na- ns 
So tite even nthe most PHTpOSITE) eo mechanism as sfar a as is in our pone oo 
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puts it, ‘vital force was ‘sees: as a means Of explaining 
_ phenomena or sug egesting definite paths of investigation, and 

was even blocking further progress. The mechanistic the- 
_ ory, on the other hand, suggested at every point clear and 


intelligible working hypothesese for further investigation. es 
Accordingly, during the greater part of last. century the _ 
acknowledged working hypotheses of nearly all physjologists — 


and biologists* were of a mechanistic order. Biology, as 


a consequence, if not actually incorporated with physics, — 
presented, at all events from the wider point of view of 


_ philosophy, the appearange of a vassal state. The frontiers. : 
of mechanism were thus thrust forward to the very confines 
of the physical or conscious, which, in turn, came in 


many equarters to be looked upon as the inert accom- 
panimesat or appendage of a series of strictly mechanical 


transformations. 


‘But the concentrated biological Search of the last fifty 
years, while it has immensely extended our knowledge of 


_ the mechanics and the chemistry of organic processes, has 
strikingly failed to substantiate the mechanistic hypothesis _ 
from which most of the researchers started. Instead of © 
coming nearer, the reduction of biological processes to terms. 


_ of mechanism appears to recede, as knowledge deepens and 


But at the same time [he adds significantly], we are not to lose sight of the Pa 
. fact that those fhings which we cannot even state for investigation except = =. 
under the concept of a purpose of Reason, must, in conformity with the 
essential constitution of our Reason, and. notwithstanding those Me ee 
chanical causes, be subordinated by us finally to causality in ac@ord- rc 
ance. with purposes.’ Critique: of Judgment, section i. ‘isragrd's ieee 
ae pp. 326, 333). eee 

ae ote and a Tewo Lectures ‘ 1906) P. | 





ay becomes more intimate; and the recognition of this has — ots ic os 
led within the last twenty or thirty years to a significant = 
oe : “revival of ‘neo-vitalistic’ theories among the younger ae a 
generation. of botanists and zoologists. Professing to reject | 
the old idea of ‘ vital force’ as an additional force or entity 

ee acting on the same plane as the phygical aad chemical forces, ae 
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these neo-vitalists yet insist, not only that there are features 


Pi OE organic process, which are wholly inexplicab le from the | 


point of view of pure mechanism, but that no vital process 
whatever, however simple and, at first sight, purely physical 


it may Seem, admits of adequate statement in merely 


physical terms. They claim, therefore, that biology must 


stand alongside of physics as an ‘autonomous’ science, 


which has a right to use its own terms—the only appropriate 


terms or eeOree te describe the facts with which it 


deals.’ 


us beyond the mechanical point a view are such as the 
restitution of lost or injured parts, seen on a small scale in 


the healing of any woufid, but more strikingly exengplified 


in many of the lower animals. If a newt’s hand ig ampu- 
tated, the stump of the limb grows a new hand to make good 
the mutilation and thus restore the vital functions of the 


creature to their normal condition. Similarly, the Tubu- | 
— laria, a kind of sea-anemone, re-grows its flower-like head. 
Moreover, as Driesch points out, ‘ you may cut the stem at | 


_ whatever level you like; a certain length of stem will always 


restore the new head by the co-operation of its parts’. So : 
again, the elaborate embryological experiments of Driesch ‘ 
. and others have shown that disturbances of the normak | 
development of the. egg, and the removal at an early stage 
Se Sgt parts normally destined to develop into certain. parts. of 
ie the adult organism, may take place, and that al typically : 
: complete embryo will still be developed. ‘Similarly in oe 
oe otganisms | of | a ‘ay type, if the creature is cut in two, the 


ee ¥ 1 One’ of Driesch’ S beet a: is entitled Biologic als selbstindige I Vi issen- oe 
ws chee and the same idea explains the title of Profefsor J. Arthur 90 
- Thomson’s two articles in the Hibbert Journal (October ro11 and Janu-_ 
ary e@gr2), ‘Is there One Science of Nature?’ Cf. the same writer's 
Introduction to Science, p. 1635, Evolution, p. 231; also, pst | eaten ope 

Ms : Grammar of Science, chap. ix, ‘Life’, section 6. ae 7 


é Science and i Pislosophy, att the. Orpanine vol. i, Pe 17. 





Outstanding phenomena constanfly erred to as forcing 








We _ FEATURES OF LBVING ACTION ype 


. separated segments will, in some cases, complete theniselvés : 


as independent animals. Thus we are met everywhere by 


the idea of the whole. | Such phenomena are only peculiarly 


striking examples of the fundamental characteristic of every 


living thing. The organism, is a: self-canservifig system, 


building itself up by appropriating from its environment _ 


suitable material, which it transforms into its own tissue ; 


: responding continuously to changes in its surroundings by eo eee 
adaptive processes, which it is observed to vary repeatedly, 3 


should the first effort prove unsuccessful in achieving its 


end; and, finally, regulating in the minutest and most 
: delicate fashion the action of each of its parts in the interest 
of the whole. 


‘It gs perhaps the last-mentioned featiute of organic proc- _ 


- esses-s-their regulation or co-ordination in the interest of 
the living whole—that has been most conclusively established 


by the progress of research. ‘It is only quite recently ’, says 
_ Dr. Haldane, ‘ that we have come to realize the astounding — 





2 





: fineness with which the kidneys, respiratory centres, and. 
other parts regulate the composition of the blood.’? It is 
the same with the regulation of the production and loss of 
heat which maintains the temperature of the body approxi- 
e mately constant. To state it generally, processes of absorpes 0k 
tion and secretion which might easily seem at first sight to 
proceed entirely on a physical level—and which were, in 
fact, long treated by physiologists as mere mechanical prods. re 

esses of filtration and diffusion—reveal themselves on closer 
: ~ analysis as selective in character and controlled throughout Oe 
in the interest of the individual organisrg as a whole. And soc be 
the same is true of reflex action conceived as an immediate 
and definitely determined response to a sensory stimulus. 

This is the ideal and the basis of the mechanical explanation 

wn vof life in the hands of Loeb and others. But the tropisms ee 
ee and the phenomena of ‘taxis’ on which Loeb bys so much Pec 


"" a a: * Mechanism, Life and 1 Personality, P. 4D. 
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stress have been shown by Jennings to be ‘not simple and 
immediate processes of orientation at all’ but the final re- _ 
sult of many different single performances on the part of _ 
the. animal. They are not the direct result of physico- _ 

chemical attraction, but are reached, in the main, by the 

method of trial and error.’ Similarly in the vertebrates the 
spinal reflexes, often taken as types of the pure reflex, are 
shown to be ‘ determined by all that happened ahd is happen- 
ing in other parts of the moving body’. As Dr. Haldane 
points out, ‘if we examine a reflex such as that of assuming 
a normal position or removing an jritant, it soon appears 
that it.is by no means the simple mechanical response which 
it may at first sight be taken to be. The physical response 
varies endlessly according to circumstances. It is the end 
attained, and not the physical response, which is simple and 
definite ’.2 We cannot therefore treat any reflex action as 

_an isolated phenomenon; its independence is only relative, — 

and instead of the behaviour of the organism being re-— 


these actions appear more truly from the biological point of © 
Le , « * * * . 
view as themselves ‘secondarily automatic’ in character, 


completely withdrawn from. central control. 


Z the: first time with the real individual 4 whose nature i is. ‘to : 


Ay Ct. Loeb’s s essay on ‘The Mechanistic Conception of Life’; J ennings, 
5 | Behaviour of Lower Orgasms, p. 252; py oP. ‘cit, vol. ii p. 19. 
- * Driesch, vol. ii, p. 33. a . . 

a Life and Mechanisi®ep. 4h . 


solvable into a combination of such elementary mechanisms, __ 





that is to say, as arrangements fixed by habit and inheritance ee 
| in the service of the living creature as a whole, and never - eT 





The fact is, that in the organism we are face to face for - ae 





cg Such a statement is not affected by the. fact that: even in ie real: i 


Doh of. life, what we regard asan individual may be said to depend on the | 





context of our interests. To the physiologist, expoundin® the minute 











structure of the body and the functions of its parts, the unit may be the 
cells but to the ordinary man, and to the physiologist himself outside of 

Joh hig professional work, the natural unit is the living creature asa whole 
pet The uty of a & complex organism is tere individiiat with reference to a eee 


vA: SELF-MAINTAINING WHOLE 8 . 


maintain and reproduce i in the face of varying environment 
its structure and activities as a whole’.t This ney. oe 
said to be the fundamental assumption of biology. Bi- 
| ology deals, not with transformations of matter and energy, 
but with the relations of organisms and their efivironment. 
Of course, the physical laws hold good throughout ; it is. 
easy, for example, to measure the amount of energy geined 
or lost in the course of vital activities. But the’ commerce 
of the organism and its environment can only be understood — 
in terms of teleology or purpose. “The organism is.a self- . 


_ conserving system which acts as a whole, and none of the 








actions of its parts can be fully or naturally understood 


except as the determinate function of such a system.” 


‘Life’, I urged more than twent? years ago, ‘ is the presup- ~ 
‘position of physiology, the fact on which its existence is — 
based, a facf Which it has simply to accept, as all the other 
sciences have to accept their own presuppositions. Its ex- 
planations move within the fact of life, and cannot be used to 
explain that fact itself, or in other words to explain it away. 
Yet that is in substance what a purely mechanical physiology _ 
tries to do.’* It is only, I would add, becatfse he so instinc- 
tively assumes this in practice that, when he begins to reflect, 
_ the physiologist is in danger of failing to notice his own 
; assumption and of leaving it out of his theory. Terms ice * 


stimulus, response, behaviour, all imply the notion of selec- 
eee tion, the - power of adaptation to environmental change, by . 

ee which the organism maintains and develops its own charac- - ee s 
2S teristic being. All this | seems to be involved in the notion | 





eg ay fit: mean that the unity of the organism is les? individual than that of” 


oe its. component cells. Its real individuality, translated into terms of 


| feeling, i is matter of direct experience to each of us in our own case, and . 


| : we cannot doubt that this is an intenser and more perfect individuality. 
than that of the minor individuals on. which it is. | based, but which it, 


ae ee almost to absorb. 0 7s. Pee ee oe oe oes a 8 


* Life and Mechanism, p. vice 


re “ New’ ” " Beyehology 2 and Automatise OE ARS eS 















 * Man’s Place in the Cosmos, aad ed, PP, . 768, in an essay on ‘The eee 
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ofa a real individual. Physics knows no self-maintaining i in- 
| dividuals—only a continuous transmutation of energy. It 


is fundamentally misleading to swamp the organism in its 
| environmept—to treat the living being simply as a network 


of pathways through which the energy of external nature 


‘takes its course, soaks in and oozes out again. We are 


- misled byephysical phrases like currents of energy and paths 


is OF least resistance. Such phrases seem to imply that what — 
takes place is precisely the same as the selection ofa channel | 
by a rill of water trickling down a hill-side. But this is not 


a true account even of the humblest organism. Nerve 


currents cannot be treated in this isolated fashion, as if 


they took place in vacuo or in an indifferent medium ; they 


~ take place in a living individual, and apart from the unfty of 
_ that individual, they are mere abstractions. A nerve-cirrent 
means, originally and normally, central stimulation and ap- 
propriate central reaction; and neither the appreciation of 
the stimulus nor the nature of the response can be under-_ 
stood apart from the organism as a self-maintaining whole. © 


_) Purposiveness,,in short, is the very notion on which physi- — 


ology is built, and it is worked into the whole theory of 


development.’ Yet it is a notion entirely alien to the blind 
Ronee re tergo of mechanism as such. The more clearly, there- 
fore, a physiologist realizes what pure mechanism means, * 
and the more fully he grasps the import of the processes with 
which he himself habitually deals, the more ready will be 
Lo his acknowledgement that. they belong to a different order 

of facts. As it was put in the passage already quoted from 
> Kant, the phenomena in question are such as ‘we cannot _ 
So even state for investigation | except, under the — of : 


“Den “Haldane very ‘properly Soins nae that, wharves: stress i 


ea of evolution may lay on natural selection as a mechanically act- 


ing cause, natural selection could not act unless we assumed that each 


ie organism actively maintains and reproduces its particular structure and 


# Be activities. Natural. selection. is thus a cause operating only within the 





ae cf presuppositions of fue within a world of # living. « creatures. Bek ee ? S 























Sa te! NPOLVITALIING Eggs 
a purpose of Reason ’. cA self-stoking, self-repairing, | 
- gel spreservative self- eee cle there asins self-repro- 


_ ducing machine ’ ? is only by an abuse of language spoke? of i 
_ as a machine at all. 





I do not wish to be understeod as committing Tnyself to. 
any of the current statements of what is called ‘Neo-_ 


_ Vitalism’. Most of the writers thus referred to arg careful mee 
to disclaim the implications which brought discredit on the 


older Vitalism, and they seek to avoid its phraseology. I. 
- am not sure, however, that they always succeed. It is cer-— 


tain, at any rate, that they are more successful as critics of | 


the mechanistic theory than in the precise statement of their 
own position. Even the most recent theories, such as — 
Driesch’s elaborate theory of Entefechies or Psychoids and 
- Reinkes theory of Dominants, seem to lapse into statements 
which perilously resemble the older doctrine which they 
repudiate. Thus Professor Driesch begins by telling us’ 

that ‘entelechy is not a kind of energy ’, ‘it lacks all the 
eee of quantity ’, ‘it is order of relation and noth-. __ 
ing else’.* But he constantly speaks of it as an agent.‘ 
'Phe’® psychoid or entelechy uses the conductive and specific 


. faculties of the brain as a piano-player uses the piano’ | 
ee Gay 97). Hence, although he refuses to speak of.‘ psycho- 
Lh physical’ interaction (seeing that fe refuses to attribute ae 














- 7#So again, in a passage perhaps more Fequettly quoted: “ Absolutely 20 05 8%. 
no human Reason... can hope to understand the production of even 
_a blade of grass by mere mechanical causes. As regards the possibility iit tds Min ee 
of such an object, the teleological connection of causes. and effects is 


- quite indispensable for the Judgment, even for studying it by the clue of ‘ a iene 
experience” Critique of Judgment, section 77 ad finem (Bernard, p. 326). 








* Ttake this array of terms from Professor]. Arthur Thomson, who also rn 


points out that, in the common comparison. of the organism to a machine, | 






we forget that the latter is no ordinary sample of the inorganic. world. ee 
oo a It has inside Of ita human. thought ° ae J ournal, vol. Ry PB. ‘Tat). 


* Vol. ii, p. 169. 






- Entelechy, in a stricter sense, he says, is ‘the natural gent which 


ie “oe the body’; the psychoid is ‘the elemental agent which directs it" : 
eo ol it, pe 82). And. pogett (p. 238), ey) is ‘a cwell- established oe ae 
eee ‘elements! agent’. ee eee ame Te 
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psychical characteristics to the psychoid), he recognizes ; 


‘interactions between physico-chemical and non-physico- 


chemical agents of nature’ ’ (ii. 117). ‘Entelechy is affected 
by and acts upon spatial causality, as if it came out of an 


ultra-spatial dimension; it does not act in space, it acts into 
space; it is not in space, it only has points of manifestation 


in space’ (ii. 235). In order to reconcile this action with the 


physical theory of energy, he explains that its function must. 


be purely regulative. Entelechy possesses, he says, the 


power to suspend reactions which would otherwise take place 


‘(thus converting kinetic into potential energy), and the 


power subsequently to release the energy thus stored, and 


_ permit ‘the mechanical-energetical events to continue ae 


course from the point? where it was broken’ (ii, 221). 





_Entelechy, however, cannot transform every kind qf se | 


tial energy into the kinetic forms; for that would mean 


removing the obstacle which had hitherto impedes the trans- 
formation, and ‘that would require energy’. But for sus- 

pending a reaction and subsequently relaxing that suspen- 
sion, he tells us, ‘no transfer of energy is required, but 


simply a transformation of energy from actuality into a 
: potential form and vice versa’. Entelechy i is thus (as he puts 





: it ina headline) ‘ burdened with as little as. possih ile’ 2 but: nae 


Re ‘ this faculty of a temporary suspension of inorg anic. be- oe 
oe coming is the most essential ontological characteristic of ene os 
> telechy.’ (ii. 180-5). He refers several times in illustration hee 
tO Clerk Maxwell’s well-known fiction, and concludes, ‘ ; the . oe 


work of Clerk Maxwell’s “ demons ” is here eegatded as soe 


| actually aoompliphed (i. 225). 


Pass _ Now the objection to this whole co ‘of statement : is the 
same as to the older Vitalism. It treats life or entelechy , 
2 essentially on the physical level, as an additional force act- | 
ing ab extra upon a set of physical and chemical forces 

which, apart from this interference, are conceived as. going 
Spares ty themselves. So Driesch B speaics, a as we > have seen, of * the 


eT teat a ie ceil : Bae 
Seen ee ’ : oe 










pe 
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ee 
re 































2) fedtianieal- energetical events continuing their course’ , as 


hae end; apart from this ‘ temporary suspension ’, he appears to. 
regard the processes that take place in the organism _as sim- 
“ply | ‘Inorganic happening’. It,seems to me fundainentally ; 
"wrong to insert life in this fashion into a system otherwise © 
Qs garded as purely mechanical, and then to seek to apologize : 
for the intrusien by reducing its action to a minimum—_ 
burdening entelechy with as little as possible ’. "Once em- 
_ barked on such calculations, I confess I fail to see why, if 
q expenditure of energy is involved in removing the obstacle — 
which, in ordinary cases, prevents the transformation of 
? potential into kinetic energy, no expenditure should be in-— 
“volved | jn the operations of suspension and subsequent re- 
lease. From the physical point of view, suspension must 
surely mean the interposition of some obstacle, and release 
must mean its removal. This seems to me, accordingly, no 
_» true vindication of ‘the autonomy of life’. The autonomy 
~. of life, or the independence of biology, means, as I interpret 
- it, that physical and chemical categories are superseded 
ae _ throughout—that we must pass to another rdnge of con- 
ceptions altogether, if we wish to describe accurately the 
ke behaviour of anything that lives. ‘Strictly speaking, there 
_: . igo ‘inorganic happening’ in a living creature. We may, 


a "determined, is the only conception which suffices to describe — 


Ma ay ee ‘DEFECTIVE STATEMENTS Sigg 


_ soon as the momentary interference of entelechy. is at an 


~. of-course, by the ordinary method of scientific abstraction, _ 

: _ isolate different aspects of what happens, and usefully study oe 
| ofganic processes, at one time from a purely physical, at an= 
other time from a chemical, point of view. But such ACs oe 
ne counts do not represent anything independently real, ast: we 2 ee 
_ had aset of facts into which life enters and which it proceeds ne 
oe ROP manipulate. The organism as ‘an autonomous active — ; me es 
~ whole’, every function in which is centrally or organically oe 


the biological facts; and however mechanistic a physiologists == 
may be e when he i is working ¢ at the details oF specific ao Ces, 
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ments and connexions, he will be found recurring - instine- 
tively and unavoidably to this fundamental cc ception as 
“goon a as he begins to speak of the physiological fact as a whole 
— inits proper nature, and to discuss, for example, the funda-- 
- mental phenomena of assimilation, growth, and reproduc- 
tion.’ | | | 
I have not the training, nor would this. be the place, to (0°, 
pursue ‘this discussion | into further techriical detail. My- os 
purpose is simply to emphasize the significance of the bio- | 
logical demand for more adequate categories. The biolo- 
-gist’s claim of ‘autonomy’ is just the assertion of his right 
to take the facts as he finds them, instead of forcing them | 
into the Procrustes bed of a preconceived theory. By eX- : 


* Driesch’s italicized description of entelechy as not ac ting in space _ ‘ 
but ‘into space’, ‘as if it came out of an ultra-spatial dimension’, might .  — 
be taken, perhaps, as no more than an assertion of the fact that the =~ 
organism as such overcomes or rises above the purely spatial relations 
of “physical science. Just so far as the organism is a real whole, and its 
‘parts members one of another, to that extent these parts cannot be treated - 
as mutually external facts interacting in space, and the causality of the | 
whole cannot be treated as the combined result of these separate actions. — 
Driesch describes the ‘ultra-spatial’ action of entelechy as constituting 
‘the very esscnce of vitalism, of non-materialism’. But he does not 
| maintain himself at this. level of thought; and to seek to explain the 
_ fundamental characteristic of living action by referring it to the causality = 
of a separate agent is, in reality, a failure to rise above the mechanical 








-. point of view. And we do not escape from the ingrained mater ialism. of me 


f m3 tive) device of calling our agents and entities ‘immaterial’. 


\ to resemble Driesch’s entelechies or psychoids. He means by the term, 
he says, ‘those secondary. forces in the organism. whose existence we are oc 


ordinary thought by the easy (but, as history shows, completely ineffec: eg 


-Reinke’s ‘ dominants’, so far as I am acquainted with his theory, | seem ian 





_ forced to recognize, but which we cannot further analyse... that prin- © 
cae ciple of ‘control which. sways, whatever r energies are available, Just ag 
men use tools or machines’. The term is used in the plural simply be- 
[ cause the manifestations ‘oh: control are manifold; ‘and. he tells Us that , as 


the term has been devised ‘ to provide a short explanatory description of 
te _ certain: essential processes’, not as implying ‘ a trooa of. ghosts with ee 


in his treatment of the ‘dominants’ as ‘forces’, and in his ‘designation | a 
of them as secondary. forces . 


istry give an acco 











which I have peopled the cells and organs of animals and. plants’. But» 





as 3 Kriifte sweiler Hand), whose function Age 
ERO: control and. guide the “primary” forces “OF. which physics and chem- — 
Heory. seems : Open to aS same objections as. a 






| * & that of Driesch. 
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_._ hibiting the insufficiency of the purely econ theory 


which was the inherited. assumption of the science in the. 


middle of last century, the progress of biological reflection 


has helped, to that extent, to dissipate the apprebensions 
caused by the apparent inclusiofi of living beings—man be- | 


Sant ing no exception—within a completely determined system. oe 


~ of physical necessity. |For, undoubtedly, the first ampres-) 


sion produced By the theory of evolution in its Darwinian 
form (with exclusive or almost exclusive stress on natural 

selection as its explaining cause) was that of a universal 
levelling-down, man linked by his genealogy with the lowest | 


forms of animal life, from which, by slow and insensible 


— gradations, his physical and mental faculties had been de- 
velopeds the rudimentary forms of life itself being but com- 


plex specifications of inorganic molecules. The result 


seemed to be the victory of materialism all along the line. 
It is not astonishing, therefore, that Darwinism, as having 


apparently supplied the most fatal weapon against the higher 
view of man’s place in the universe—as claiming, so to 
speak, to complete the materialistic proof—should have been 
at first an object of terror and obloquy to the average the- 
AS ane ological mind of the generation which witnessed its rise. 
And this general impression was not likely tobe removed by 
tlie facile Berkeleian or Humian sensationalism with which = 
Huxley sought to evade an explicitly materialistic conclu- 
sion, by Lange’s hardly less unsatisfactory Kantianism, or 0080007. 
by the agnosticism, derived impartially from Kant and {8 i 
: _ ‘Hume, to which the scientific thinkers of the day relegated — en 


2 all the final questions of philosophig thought. 


oe One thing at least the sequel should teach ts—the faith ae 
ae lessness and the foolishness of despairing as to the future‘of 2 a 
| | the instincts and beliefs which constitute man’s higher na-- ne Te 

- ture. ‘These are indeed imperishable, the supreme example OE” es 
that power of self-maintenance and of adaptation to-chang= oe 
e ing circumstance which, ‘science teaches t us, As 3 the character- rey oe * 
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— istic . all that lives. Siaaees in our conception bt nature 


scale and in a more tangible form, the idea of end or aim : - 
which the theory of natural selection had done its best to 
banish from the details of her procedure. Although theend | 


— may be fatal to one formulation after another; accidents of — 

expression may drop away in deference to historical criti- 
‘cism, nay, much that seemed of the very essence of religious 
_ faith may have to be left-behind. But each time that the 

earthly body of a belief is laid in the dust, it receives a more oe 
glorious spiritual body, in which it. continues to function a8 tn 
of old in the heart of man. Timid theoldgians who trem- 

ble for the ark of God at every advance of scientific knowl-. 
edge do but repeat the sacrilege of Uzzah in the sacr ‘ed 
legend, smitten by the anger of heaven for his officious inter- _ 
ference. Faith, which is an active belief in the reality of : 
the ideal, is the very breath by which humanity lives, and it © 
will reconstitute itself afresh as long as the race « emlures. Pe 

And it is significant how little we can forecast the course 
of new ideas, the ultimate forms they will assume, and the 
nature of the influence they are eventually destined to exer- 
cise on our world-view. Thus the doctrine of evolution , 
seemed at first, as we have seen, to thrust man ruthlessly | 
back into the lower circles of nature and to make for an all- | 
engulfing materialism. But, in another perspective, the proc-; 
ess of evolution as a whole, with man as its crow ning prod-| | 
uct, may be held to xeintroduce into nature, on a grander 







see 





is achieved, according to the theory, by purely mechanical 
‘means, and. _is the end, therefore, only i in the sense of being 
the last term, the successive steps in any process may always) 
oe be regarded teleologically as means towards the final achieve- oe 


ment; and so Darwin may be taken as replacing man in the 
oo position from which he was ousted by Copernicus, | Man f 


ae appears, according: to. the doctrine of evolution, so. jnter- 4 
preted, as the goal. and ‘crown of nature’ S:, long upward Sd 








stort, ‘The evolution of ever higher" forms of life, aed 
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| dtaraatcly of intelligence, appears < as the event to which the = 
_ whole creation moves; and, accordingly, man is once more, 
as in pre- ‘Copernican days, set in the heart. of the world, 


somehow centrally involved in any attempt to explain it. 


‘The mere concentration of men’s minds upon the biological o 
history tended to discount the influence of the astronomical > 
outlook in dwarfing man’s importance. And, after all, the = 
evolution of life may take place similarly on innumerable — | 
other planetary worlds where the conditions permit; the 
point is the central importance of the living and sentient ,” 


as compared with its ingrganic environment. The very 


_ term environment indicates a subsidiary function, and the 
-* usage is characteristic of the biological point of view. 


So again, what presented itself to the earlier evolutionists 


as the naturalizing of man appears to a later generation 
- rather as a humanizing of nature, in view of the continuity 
of the process by which the higher emerges from the lower. 
We all pomietnes Professor Huxley’s denunciation of * the 
cosmic process’, his poignant insistence on the.sheer breach _ 
between ethical man and pre-human nature, insomuch that 
Be he represented ‘ the ethical process’ on which society de- 
aoe pends as essentially a reversal of the cosmic process at every 
step. ‘In place of ruthless self-assertion, it: demands seli-.s9000 os 

7 restraint; in place of thrusting aside, or treading down all ™~” 
“competitors, it requires that the individual shall not merely 9 oe 
respect, but shall help, his fellows.’ As regards pre-human © 
animal nature, Professor Huxley held, in fact, what he si as 
oe os Self: characterizes. as ‘ the gladiatorial theory. of existence’j.00 
oe Sand: this tis: admittedly impossible to harmonize with any - oe 
ethical ideal hitherto known among men. This gladiatorial°. <0. 
ce theory i is. itself a reflection of the omnipresent struggle for 8 
existence which so exclusively dominates the picture’'of: nae foo es 
"ture given us by Darwin and his immediate successors. Bo ) 
this vivid idea, indeed, suggested to Darwin by his reading REE rs 
: of Malthus, and deflecting, as. Professor r Geddes and id others: Uno 
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a have: pointed out, ithe keen competitive condone of an in- 


‘ dustrial age, we owe the whole theory of natural selection. 


But later biologists have greatly modified the original Dar- 


- Winian conception. — It seems certain that natural selection 
is only Ohe cause among several that determine the course of 

evolution. And animate nature, as these writers remind us, — 
| presents other aspects than that of a relentless struggle for 


2 a scanty subsistence. It has its aspects of bountiful plenty oe 


and of peaceful happiness. But, above all, animal life is — 
not expressible in terms of the economics of modern com- 
- mercialism. Its foundations are laid, as Professor Arthur 
Thomson says, on the facts of sex and parenthood. In the 


attraction of mate for mate.and in the care of offspring, as | 


well as in the further facts of association and co-operation 
in flocks and herds, we can see prefigured the altrujstic vir- 
tues which form the staple of our human morality... The — 
exclusive individualism of the early evolutionists was in a 
some measure due to the economic doctrines and practice of — 


a | their age. But it is to be noted that, even if we look only a 


at the struggle for existence itself, that struggle takes place 
not only or thiefly between individuals, but in its intensest = 
form between different societies; and in that struggle the oes 

“ qualities which make for social efficiency are those which are 


_ most important, and Which are furthered therefore by the 
ee _ principle of natural selection. We may expect, accordingly, a 
coer ag Raed Pearson says, that, ‘ Science will ultimately balance Seed 
oe _ othe individualistic and socialistic tendencies i in evolution bet-: . : Phin 


ter than Haeckel and Spencer seem tohave done’? Science 











has, in fact, already begun to do so, and-it is an ironic re- 
flection that Nietzsche’s $ apotheosis of the gladiatorial theory 
: eo sand! the purely individualistic ideal was given to the world — oo 

ae as. the. last word. of biological science, just as the patient Ses 
Cr Geddes and. Thomson's ‘Evolution, D. ‘178: Kropotkin’s Mutual rane 


Aid a Factor of Evolution; Pearson’ s Grammar of Setenees chap. ok ae 
sections 15 and 16. . a a 


oe ie : 2 Grammar of Science, et ed. a p. 85 en a 











_- pioneers of that science were correcting that ee ee state- 


ment, and even abandoning natural selection itself as the ee 


"sole principle of explanation. 


- Biology, finally, with its fundamental conception of evo- 7" 
aE | lution, has emphasized the contsast between history, as the 
,;  ground-character of the living being, and the cycles. of. 

merely physical change, conceived as a ceaseless weaving and e 
— unweaving, of which no memory or trace remains in the in- 
. ner nature of the things which undergo it. In a sense, as 
P _ Bergson suggestively points out, the world of physics is not. a abe 
in time at all; real duration begins with life and that organic 


memory which shows itself in the formation of habits. 
Changes, for the living being, are experiences by which it 
learns, by which its very nature is méulded. All adaptation 


& ge depends on this capacity of learning, and the capacity is ob-— 


servable in living beings at a very low stage. Thus in the 





_ righting reactions of the star-fish, the initial movement of | 


_ each single arm is determined in the first instance separately 
_ by external stimuli or immediate internal conditions. But as 
soon as the least result with regard to righting i is reached, a 





7 therefore, the past lives on as a vital moment in the present. 


Tes nature at any given moment resumes, asitwere,itswhole = 
past history; and its action in response to any given stimulus 
is determined not only by the present stimulus but, to ans oe 
penne indefinitely. greater extent, by its own accumulated past. 
We instinctively feel the term ‘experience’ tobe outof place: 
- where this plasticity, this capacity of learning, is conceived | o.oo 
to be absent. On such experience depends the possibility of§ 
a progress ; and, whether the idea of progress can be applied in 
an ultimate reference or not, it is certainly the only idea 
which brings order and unity into our human world. Hére 
again, therefore, biology, with its stress on the concrete ae 
i reality of time, appears, in the t true tine, of advance, Le ee 





a unified impulse appears ; the actions of the parts are co-ordi~ 
nated, and single stimuli are disregarded. For a living being, © 


oe. a : LEARNING BY, EXPERIENCE : 85 bak os 
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inthe atogress of scientific thought. There is, doubtless, as 


instructed writers. But there is a hopeiulness even in the 
determination expressed in so many quarters to be done 


spirit abroad in the philosophical world, a freshnesseof out- 


to take refuge in positivism or agnosticism. The philosophy 


S its own past and demonstrating the necessity ¢ f its own 


afresh, for her synthetic task, 


86 THE INFLUENCE OF BIOLOGY = ect. 
‘There can, at least, be no doubt that the twentieth century — ; 
opens with a very remarkable revival of general interest in 
| philosophy ; and, as I have tried to show, itis not the least = 

hopeful: sign of this movement that the impulse has come — 


not so much from the professional philosophers as from men — 
of science, in virtue of insights reached and problems raised 


always where a movement spreads to wider circles, much : 
crude statement and wild theorizing by philosophically un- 


with academic tradition, and to discuss the universe from 
its foundations entirely without prejudice. There is a new 


look, a contagious fervour, a sense of expectancy, which | 

have long been absent from philosophical writing. © “The: _ 

greater part of the nineteenth century was, philosophically, - 7 

a period of reaction and criticism, an age great in science 

and in history, but suspicious of philosophy, distrustful of =~ 

her syntheses, too occupied for the most part with its own - 
concrete work to feel the need of them, and otherwise prone _ 


of the century was in {hese circumstances mostly ina minor 
key, critical and historical rather than creative, reviewing ; 


2 existence, rather than directly essaying the construction of ae 
| experience. But now it seems as if, with a century’s accu- 
mulation of fresh material, philosoniry were eirding herself a 


[have tried in this lecture to trace the liberating caAene: — 
ah of biology in helping to bring about this changed attitude , ; 
he of mind. ‘The revolutionary discoveries i in physics that have a 
marked the turn of the century have also, I think, bythe 
sense of new horizons which they have given us, powerfully . 
helped to mature a more philosophical. view of the 1 nature ee 











Say AS PHILOSOPHICAS | REVIVAL ar, : 


wo and coon af physical concepts and iis. In view of the as 
~ sudden transformation which has overtaken the very ele- 


‘ments of the old physical scheme, there has been reborn the 
* confidence that experience is richer than any of the formulae : 
. S in which we may have sought to confine it. | | 


ae Nay sone up hither. From this eae mound 
Unto the furthest flood-brim fook with me; ; 

- Then reach on with thy thought till it be drowned. 
- Miles and miles distant though the grey line be, | 
_ And though thy soul sail leagues and leagues beyond,— — 
still, leagues beyond these leagues, there is more sea.* 


7D. G. Rossetti, sonnet 37, ‘ The Choice.’ 
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oe ae “LECTURE vo 
e Pa THE LOWER AND THE HIGHER NATURALISM 


Tue,term Naturalism shares the ambiguity of the term — 
‘nature, from which it is derived. A lifee ‘according to — 
nature’ meant to the Stoics that pious citizenship of the 
universe—the life of human brotherhood and cosmic piety— 
in which they saw the realizatign of the highest human 
ideal; to the Cynics it meant casting off the restraints of law 
and custom, and even discarding the ordinary decencies of _ 
civilized humanity. ‘Back to nature,’ said the eighteenth- 
century sentimentalist, opposing nature to civilization, and — 
glorifying the time ‘when wild in woods the noble savage 


3 





generator of ‘the race is ‘to translate man back again into — 


ran’. ‘Back to nature,’ cries Nietzsche, in his frenzied 
attack on all accepted morality and religion. | * ey and 
religion belong entirely to the psychology of error,’ ‘every- 
thing good is instinct.’ The task of the philosophical ree 


nature—to make legible again upon the palimpsest the ter- 
_ rible original text, homo natura’. On the whole, it maybe 
said, although the term “need carry with it no such opposition e 


or exclusion, that the tendency of usage is to take nature asi. 5"" 
: equivalent: to. non-human or infra-human nature—the UNI ee 







verse of physical forces and of merely animal existence. 


Hence, with Nietzsche, to translate man back again into. 















nature means to brand as a history of morbid degeneration os : 
the. process of moralizdtion by which the distinctively Bie 
at ‘man being has been created. So in art Naturalism means meee 
the accentuation of la béte humaine. And in philosophy, ae 
similarly, Naturalism has come to. mean the type ‘Of theoty ss.) af 
which so. emphasizes the continuity between man and the | 
non-human nature | from which HS Spenes2 as to ye, if cote 

















honest, to say only what you can prove, to require thorough 


consistency and continuity in the whole realm of accepted — 
truths. . . . Naturalism was a reaction from the follies of | 

-supernaturalism.’ Indeed, he continues, ‘ Naturalism was 

at the outset and in essence a negation not of the supernatu- 

ral in general, but of a supernatural conceived #s incoherent, 
_ arbitrary, and chaotic; a protest against a conception which _ 
_ separated God from the world as a _potter from his clay, | 
- against the iguava ratio which took customary seqtiences as 
needing no explanation, and looked for special revelation ae 
_ from portents and wonders.’ Hence, ‘in its main conten- 
tion’, he concludes, ‘ Naturalism was sound; and that con- 
tention is, as expressed in the old phrase, “ Non fit saltus in 
 matura’’?. . . It is the faith of science—the human faith—_ 
i ‘that only on the hypothesis that « all's reason and all’s Taw ” | 








ch oe MOTIVES OF » NATURALISM A 8g eg 


“not entirely to. deny, any difference between hema te 
denies, at any rate, any central significance to human life in 
the play of the cosmic forces. ‘Consciousness is an inci- 
dent or accident of the universe, which does not throw any 
special illumination upon its ultimate nature. It afises and — 
_- passes away ; the physical basis of things remains. Natu- | 
+ ralism is, in short, a larger, and, in some respects, a looser oe 
pak term for what used to be called materialism. Cats 3 a 
‘This usage-is general in the best authorities, and eet ioe 

“no reason to disturb it, seeing that it designates intelligibly | a 
. one great trend of philosophical theory about the universe. 

But one can sympathize with the regretful protest of the late 

er Professor Wallace against this degradation of an inherently | 
a honourable : name. ‘The faults of ‘Naturalism’, he says,’ 

“spring from a creditable motive. It is the desire to be 


ee ‘So petaa, it his. last ieee. is reported to have said that bie: ad oe IEE hoy 
ae attributed to man too central a part in the universe, and that the de- 0 
velopment of humanity might be of no more significance than a growth: Ae er ae 
of moss or lichen. _ oe eae 
- + *Tn-an article on Mr. Balfour's Foundations of Belief in : the: Fort: ee 
a nightly Review, April 1808 partly Beare in his: postiumonty. Hae. ee 
coon ne heres: and aaa a Gee a OO oe: 


































90 LOWER AND HIGHER NATURALISM ‘eet, 


: ‘shall we ever understand—as we can hope to understand— 
Lf this unintelligible world ”.’ _ ee 
‘There can be no doubt eee: these are he considerations 
“to. which Naturalism owes its vitality. It represents the 
victorious claim of the awakened intelligence to explain all 
events and existences by what are called natural causes—to 
view them, that is to say, as steps or phases in one orderly 
process of change—instead of having recourse at any point. 
of difficulty to the direct ‘interference’ of some meta- way 
physical agent or to some theory of special | creation. Thee 
- ology has itself, in great measure, abandoned the conception ss 
of a God who gives evidence of his existence chiefly by 
spasmodic interferences with the normal course of events 
_—-who lives, as it has béen said, in the ‘ gaps’ of ous scien- 
tific knowledge, and whose position, therefore, every con- 
quest of science renders more precarious. Such a conception 
has no place in philosophy, whose very idea islaworsystem. 
The continuity of nature’s processes, so strongly insisted on 
by Naturalism, may, therefore, be regarded by asympathetic = 
critic as simply the most impressive form in which the gen- 
eral idea of ‘law and orderly change presents itself to an 
age predominantly influenced by the natural sciences. Buty 
continuity is as much the interest of an enlightened philoso-| ee 
_. phy as it can be of any scientific worker. It is, indeed, thee = 
_ working maxim or presupposition of every attempt to sys- 
-.. tematize our knowledge. — _ Hi, therefore, an idealistic philoso- | 
a phy takes exception to the naturalistic theory, it: must be) ge 
not on account of its Naturalism in the sense just explained, 
but) because ordinary Naturalism takes ‘ nature’ in an un- 
duly narrow sense, and is dominated, moreover, by an, ' 
erroneous idea of explanation. which leads tq a denial of be 
: real: differences or an attempt to explain them away. 
s ag Shis constitutes what I may. call the. lower Naturalism. 
A charity like Professor Wallace’ s may condone its excesses - 
asa. Peaction, aguatt. the old theological idea of man as : 
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thrust from a supernatural sphere into material surround-_ 
- ings, which are, as it were, accidental to his real being; but 
its procedure i is none the less fallacious, and its sanclisions | 
unfounded. The separation between man and nature may — 
be the expression initially, as has been suggested, Of -a’ 
- dualistic spiritualism or supernaturalism; but the natural-_ 
istic denial of this separateness or foreignness tends, by 
way of reactien, to merge man altogether in that infra- 
human nature from whith it declares him to be derived. 
Nature, however, is not the less nature because it exhibits | 
a scale of qualitative differences. The principle of con-— 
tinuity. is misinterpreted, if it is supposed to necessitate 
the reduction of all nature’s facts to the dead level of a 
_singleetype. The higher Naturali¢m, as I venture to call 
it, feelg no temptation to this levelling down; it does not 
hesitate to recognize differences ‘where it sees them, without 
| te that it is thereby creating an absolute chasm between 
one stage of nature’s processes and another—a chasm — 
-iwhich can only be cleared by ‘supernatural assistance — 
“expressly invoked. And I wish to point out that this greater 
_ freedom of attitude is largely owing to its truer view of 
“what | is meant by explanation, and where and i in what sense 
* geplahation 3 is possible. — a 
© The most fundamental differences in philosophical inter- es 
foe pretation may be shown,to depend on the view that is taken os Bo 
OF the. nature of explanation. Explanation, in its most gen- cans ae 
eral sense, means, for science, the statement of a factinits 
eg simplest terms, so that it can be assimilated to other facts = 
ee and. included as a case of what awe call a general law. A ee 
oo An® Professor Bain’s words, © ‘mystery. means isolation ’. S ee 
: We are said to ‘understand ’ a fact when we are able 104 ae 
oo regard it as a particular example of a mode of happen- See 
no ig already. known to us. Explanation also means, inesci- 
entific | usage, a statement of the conditions of the oceur- 0" 
“tence of any fact. Such causal explanation, : as it is > often Pes 


Sha SSS 


eae 
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| called, consists in ‘the discovery of some antecedent set “Of | 
circumstances on which. the given phenomenon follows and — 
on which it appears to depend. Thet typical attitude of the 
~ scientific, ‘investigator is, as Professor Lloyd Morgan puts | 
it) ‘this retrospective outldok towards antecedent” ¢ondi- 
tions,’ the attempt to give ‘the history of things, and, if pos- 
| sible, te trace them back to their beginnings. Explanation © 
in this sense is therefore essentially explanation of the later — 
by the earlier, an interpretation, as Spencer puts it,.of “the. 
more developed by the less developed’. But it is important © 
to remember that stich explanation professes to be in the 
end no more than a description, in as simple and general 
terms as possible, of the way in which things happen, or 
the characteristic ways. in which reality behaves.“ These 
ultimate modes of behaviour have to be taken for Sranted, - 
in the sense, for example, that the law of gravitation sum- 
marizes one whole range of phenomena, ‘but no one knows sv | 
_ why two ultimate particles influence each other’s motion”? === 
_ But if the ultimate modes of behaviour have thus simply = 
to be accepted and described, a serious danger may lurk in 
| this method of explaining facts exclusively by reference to Raat 
oeatheir antecedents, ‘The method may be unimpeachable ina = 
oe science like mechanics er molar physics, where the facts with ae 
_ which we are dealing are all of the same order—transforma- 
_ tions of matter and motion.’ {Here the present configuration — 2 aa 
Or the facts may be treated without danger of misconception _ | ee 
as the mathematical ‘resultant of its antecedents. There is. Catia 
equivalence just because there is no real gain in the process; 
nee 1S = Shanes, but. no 0 advance, nothing: new. - . Prengthing re 















a la his little volume, The he ntieivedation. af: Natures po. fee 
le | Pearson, Gravimar of Science, p. 145. Heétice; Du Bois. Re os 








sa n his'essays, emphasizing the limits of our knowledge of nature 
‘Os Grenzen des Naturerkennens and Die sieben Weltritthsel), treated 
he nature of matter and force as the first of the world-riddles before 
which the human mind is. condemned, 40. Stand woth the confession a 
oe gnoramus et Ignorabimus ’. hae | ee 
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remains on the s same level: | uo 
where the phenomenon of growth is fundamental, and in 





.  theré isa real evolution—the question at once arises whether 
the ‘retrospective’ method of explanation does not in- 
advertently omit from its account of causation the very. 










‘But j in the biological sciences,  ¢ 


the region of the historical generally—wherever, in short, os 


feature which distinguishes this mode of change from the. 


_ dead- level equivalences of physics. The method of inter- — 

: preting the more developed by the less developed is logically 
tantamount to a reduction of the more to the less, and, 
therefore, to a denial of the very fact to be explained, Or 
if the fact7as a phenomenon, is beyond dispute, it is still 
_robbed of its significance by a method which simply refunds 
ie the later stage into the earlier, and “equates the outcome of 
as ‘the prosess with its starting-point. This fallacy is plainly 
involved in the method, when we pass from one order of 
facts to another, say, from inorganic nature to the facts 

of life, or from animal Sentience to the conceptual reason. 
and self-consciousness of man. Both life and self-conscious- : 
ness appear to emerge from antecedent conditions i in which 
these distinctive qualities cannot be detected. But to 
insist on treating them as no more than the inorganic or — 
os _ non-rational phenomena which form their antecedents is 











a are woven n by Eunning complication 
















: snot a legitimate explanation, in the genuine scientific sense-of- 08 
. i reducing a fact to simpler terms and thereby bringing it ee 
AG into line with other facts. The simplification is effectedin 
a this case by a. ‘process of abstraction which leaves out the 
characteristic features of the concrete fact supposed tobe 
explained. It is by a progressive abstraction of this kind; ee 
“cand not by any real process of causal explanation, that Wee 
Agi arrive at such a formula of the world-process as Spencer’ See 
Pes distribution of matter and motion, and i imagine ourselves: oa 
obliged to look on the moving particles of physical science, on 
ACOs as: the ultimate reality out of which all other “pllenomelia so 
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This tla ons i ethad of ‘explanation has a very” 
_ strongly pressed, as we have seen, in the case of life. In 
~ the sixties and seventies of last century, controversy raged | 
round the question of the origin of life from the non-living, | 
and thefi and later the ideal.of the majority of physiologists 
was the expression of organic processes in physico-chemical 
; terms. The extreme unwillingness to recognize in vital 
con phenomena a range of facts with distinctive characteristics — 
of their own must be traced to the idea that such acknowl- 
edgement would constitute a breach in the continuity of 
-nature—would be equivalent, in fact, to the admission of. 
: special metaphysical causation ab extra, to account for the 
specific characteristics of the facts. And, to be sure, ill- 
advised theologians feund great comfort in the apparent — 
| ‘gap’, which, they urged, manifestly necessitated an act of 
‘ special creation’. The appearance of this deus ex machina 
increased the suspicion of the Naturalists; and to this must oe 
‘be added the difficulty of stating what has been called = 
the vitalistic hypothesis in terms which shall not seem  — 
to imply an extraneously-acting directive force. But with — 
the growth’of a calmer temper the irreducible difference 
between vital and “merely physical or merely chemical foe 
facts has, as we saw in the preceding lecture, more and — mone ts 
more impressed itself upon unprejudiced observers. Per oe, 
haps the most striking example of the recognition of this 
_ difference is to be found in the chapter on ‘ The Dynamic _ a 
_ Element i in Life’, added by Spencer himself in 1898 to the © oe. 
revised edition oF his Principles of Biology, and containing 
eS the” frank acknowledgement that ‘the processes which go : 
on in living things aré incomprehensible as results of any 
_ physical actions known to us... . We are obliged to con- 
~ fess that Life i in its essence cannot be conceived i in in physico- ° : 
chemical termss 20 2 Se es oe ee 
This transition in nature’ from ‘one “order of facta to Cue 
another } had eatady been stated i by. Mill | quite aimaly Bo 
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ee thapter o of his Logie without any fuss or mystery SouE. 


. it; and it is indeed a fact which stares us in the face and — 


: : forms the basis of the hierarchy of the sciences. It has, 


however, an important philosophical bearing, and the idea | 
he ge -cfeative synthesis’, as it has not inaptly beeri called, 
Go has played a monederable part in recent discussion, The — 





biological term ‘ epigenesis ’ has also been generalized to 


aS express. the samg idea ‘of the origin, through synthesis, of: )- 


> features of experience which are essentially new.” Such 


A os results of synthesis occur not only at points which mark the 
ao ‘transition from one science to another; they are exemplified 
_ in’such simple experiences as melody and harmony resulting 


e from the combination of musical notes. So Browning finely 


e oe the musician’s power as lying in this: 


That gut of three sounds he frames, not a fourth sound, 
| but a star. 


~ 2 Book III, chap. vi, ‘On the Composition of Causes” ‘ “AN ene 


~ bodies are composed of parts similar to. those composing inorganic 


nature, and which have even themselves existed in an inorganic state; 


OS ae but the phenomena of life which result from the juxtaposition of these 


parts in a certain manner bear no analogy to any of the effects which 


ie would-be produced by the action of the component substanees considered | 





as mere physical agents. Hence each science possesses a relative inde- 
_ pendence in respect of the peculiar nature of the phenomena with which 
‘it deals: ‘The Laws of Life will never be deducible from the mere 
laws of the ingredients, but the prodigiously complex Facts of Life 


Pee Taay all be deducible from comparatively simple laws of life.’ ea 
| .® Epigenesis or creative synthesis in the sense indicated does not neces- 


= ba oa imply, so far as I can see, the pluralism and contingency with a 
which Professor Ward identifies, or at least associates, it. (Cf. The 


Realm of Ends, pp. 98 and 270: ‘To the pluralist the so- -called evolu- oo 


a tion: of the world is really epigenesis, creative synthesis; it implies seis tha 


pote continual new beginnings, the result of the mutual conflict and co-opera- 


og tion of agents, all of whom, though in varying Segrees, act spontaneously : ae 


- or freely” ‘Here all is: history, the result of effort, trial and error; | 


ere: we have. adventure and ultimate achievement’) Pluralism, so. : 
a -understood, may, no doubt, be more easily worked into a theory of = 
 epigenesis than iffto the opposite theory of preformation, with. which, oog0 0 600 


indeed, it is. flatly irreconcilable. But the idea of epigenesis itself, 4° 


ooh seems to me, would. be. equally applicable. to the process of experien®, 2 i a ES oe 


Y : : if that process were conceived as the progressive ‘self-revelation ofan 2 om A 
- ~ absolute being. The use of the term does. not, therefore, decide. fhe es 


a ne ma ( issue which Plaralism r raises. 









































; * 


6 “LOWER AND HIGHER, NATURALISM, ‘LECT. 


"And i: the appearance of life j is the most impressive instance 


special ‘creation, were not. altogether wrong in the stress 
4 gase—by the unguided forces of gravity and cohesion. 


ds constantly passing from a non-crystalline to a crystalline 
structure, and the experimenter can easily bring about the 
transition by arranging appropriate conditions, whereas, in 
‘the case of life, no énstance can be shown in nature of 
the production of the living from the non-living, and the 


they had not already obtained, evidence of such transition. 


ofa synthesis | which refuses to be analysed into its apparent 
ae antecedents, yet men of science, fighting for the idea of the. 
continuity of nature against the theological doctrine of 


they laid on the phenomenon of crystallization as similarly 
inexplicable—if that is the right word to employ in either — 


problem has hitherto. equafly baffled the experimenter. me | 
In the early days of Darwinism, the more enthusiastic — : 
spirits believed that they were on the eve of obtaining, if | 


But it was a case of the wish being father to the thought, 922 
_ and more cfreful analysis has always left things just where 
they were. The attempt to ‘catch nature half-in and half- 
- out’, as Hutchison Stirling graphically put it, has. invari-. 
ably failed, and the’ question of abiogenesis has latterly he 
i. fallen into the background.’ ' I cannot my self believe that 
it is of any philosophical importance. The philosophical 
ok question i is the difference of nature between the two orders 


There are, of course, important differences between the 
~ two cases, and there is the further difference that matter 





"cof fact, riot the question of historical emergence—how orca. 













1 


esidential address to. the. British: Association i in 1912, 





when the one arose from the other or came to be added to © 


Although it it was revived by. Professor (Sir award) | Schafer in in his oe 


Ae Even if we were @ble to show a debatable land between 2 
"the organic and the inorganic, as we can between the animal 
and the vegetable kingdoms, and to point to. objects which’ < 
might be slassed almost. indifferently as ‘the one or the a 





ve QUESTIONS OF ORIGIN a. 07 


| once even then the existence of such sieraiediate or transi-- 


tional forms would not obscure the fact that we do pass to 


anew plane or level of existence, qualitatively different and, a 
_ through that difference, opening up a new range of ee 











bilities to the creatures which it includes. 
_ Philosophy is not interested, therefore, in spectators : 
like those of Lord Kelvin as to the origin of life upon our 
globe from germs carried to it by meteorites from other 
parts of space. This slightly grotesque hypothesis would | 

at best only throw the difficulty a little farther back; and, 


after all, if we are not to think in quite primitive terms of | 


a creator, at some point in the history of this globe or of © 
other globes, manufacturing the first cells, as it were with 
hands, What other view can we take, so long as we think 
sin terms®*of time-sequence, than that somewhere and at_ 
some time, under a convergence of appropriate conditions, 
life supervened upon a hitherto inorganic nature? But 
the fact that science finds absolute origination an insoluble 
_ problem in every department of investigation should at 
least suggest to us as philosophers that there must be 


_ something wrong with this whole method of attacking the _ | 


subject. To the great. philosophers this aspect of time- | ~ 
succession has seemed in the main. irrelevant. In the well- 





"worn phrase, philosophy contemplates the world sub guadam 4" ae 
_fhedte aeternitatis. ‘There may be a sense in which todo sts 
this is to avert one’s gaze from the. concrete world and:to.. 3) 20005" 
embrace an abstraction in its stead. But 10 its present | ee ae SGA, ea ac 


ee - = etieaten the phrase means that what philosophy primarily ere: 






__ seeks to exhibit is the character or essential structure of the 
‘universe, and that that character can only be held to be given ee 
when we keep 4 in view the whole range of its manifestations, Ae 
: and relate these manifestations to one afiother according 8 os 
: to: their intrinsic nature—which may prove to be al 
ee relation according to a scale of value or worth, But the oe ee 














intrinsic nature and the value ¢ of aay pire a are not ot altered en 
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in the ieast by its appearance sooner or later ina particular 
time- -series ; and therefore the latter question is strictly 
me indifferent to philosophy, which is interested in the phase 
simply.as a revelation, so far forth, of the real nature of 
the world, and thus an element helping to determine the 
final answer which it seeks. | 
We need have no difficulty, therefore, in agreeing with | 
Professor Lloyd Morgan? when he reputliates as unphilo- | 
-sophical the idea of ‘a supernatural hiatus between the 
- jnorganic and the organic’, and combats the conception of © 
_ Vital Force as ‘something outside the recognized course 
of nature’, introduced to bridge this particular chasm and. 
account for the peculiarities of the new order of phenomena. = 
But if Vitalism meahs simply that ‘living matter has cer- 
tain distinctive properties’; if we use the term vital in, 
a descriptive rather than a causal sense to denote a pecu- 
liarity of behaviour ‘ which is found nowhere else in nature’, 
and which we cannot assert is ‘anywhere foreshadowed in, 
the inorganic sphere’, then no objection, he allows, canbe 
taken to the term. But i in principle, he urges, the term Vital @ 
Force is, in that case, on the same ae as gravitative - 
force, chemical force, crystalline force and similar terms; we 
for ‘no one has yet been able to show how certain observed eee 
modes of attraction can be developed out of others. . v oe 
_ A candid and impartial inquiry into the facts enables us 
es to: realize that under these or those assignable. conditions 
new modes of attraction supervene—modes which with) 7) 
our present knowledge no one could have foretold, since in 
s science it must not infrequently suffice to be wise. after the 
a oS event.’ Hence, he “concludes, we “must generalize our oe 8 
position, and if we speak of ‘ forces’ in connexion with these an 
oo different. ‘groups of phenomena, ‘they must all alike be — 
e Regarded, not as implying at any point what has been called o 











cae Th his: articles on - ‘Biology. ond Metaphysics’ and "Vitalism? in a as 
The & Monist, vol. Ax Aienoaya and a July ¢ 899). i 
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‘an alien influx into nature ’, but as ‘ differential modes | 


of manifestation of the self-existent Cause’. 

- Professor Lloyd _Morgan expresses his conclusions much 
in the same terms as Spencer (to whose new chapter in the 
Principles of Biology he refers) and one might easily crit- 
icize his conception of the relation of science and meta- 


physics as dealing respectively with ‘the realities of experi- 
ence’ and ‘thé sphere of noumenal existence’. His | 


phraseology is also occasionally grudging in its seeming 
unwillingness to recognize the relatively greater step from 
the non-living to the livingsthan from any one phase of in- 
organic nature to another. But, in principle, I take his con- 

tention to be sound on the two points: of immanence and 

continuity. The argument which he presents from the 
+ scientific®side is, indeed, essentially the same as that pre- 
sented from the metaphysical side by Professor Bosanquet 
in his recent volume of Gifford Lectures. In his chapter on 

‘The Bodily Basis of Mind’, Professor Bosanquet does not 


hesitate to apply the same principle to the perhaps still more 
crucial case of the apeeareuee, of consciousness and the gen- 
esis of souls. ‘We may smile ’, he says, ‘ at the simplicity of 


the materialist who could explain consciousness as an effect — 
of material combination’; yet it is important ‘to empha- 
ty too . e > Pherae * oe 

size the idea of a being essentially connected with or even 


founded upon its environment (past as well as present), to ee 


oe which, nevertheless, or out of which, it brings a principle of ee 


unity. . . . Instead of a self-subsistent eternal angelic being, — 


we should thus be led to conceive of the soulas—to adapt ss” 
a phrase of Lotze—a perfection granted by the Absolute 
~~ according to general laws, upon certain complex occasions — le 
poate abd arrangements of externality. . . And we must bear in EE oe 
a mind that, in the end, this being granted by the Absolute oe han ie 
og upon-a. certain combination is all that any, connexion, afly On AEE cds 
as 2 Meee. of causation or inherence can mean.’ In such a view, ae 





he claims, “there | is, nothing. whatever, materialistic OF : Pon osae 




































os : LOWER AND HIGHER NATURALISM. LECT. 


z: unspiritual, since ‘in apparent cosmic development, eter oy 
inorganic, organic, or HOE the rule is for the stream to 
_ tise higher than its source ’.’ | : a 
Let me take one more See of what ar mean by the 
transition from one order of facts to another, or from one - 
plane of experience to another—the passage fromthe merely 
animal life of semi-passive perception and association ‘to 32 
-." the distinctively human level of the active | conceptual 
reason. ‘ The having of general ideas’, says Locke ina well- | 
- known passage, ‘is that which puts a perfect distinction — 
-- betwixt man and brutes, and js an excellency which the | 
faculties of brutes do by no means attain to.’” This is just _ 
the kind of passage which the average evolutionist with 
a negative bias in his thinking is apt to set down a6 a piece 
of antiquated theological prejudice. If evolution has proved, 
anything, has it not proved that there is no such qualitative! wee 
distinction between human reason and the lower ranges; | 
of animal intelligence? The whole thing is a question of 
| degree—of advance by insensible gradations, with nowhere as 
any hint of a difference in kind. So, in familiar accents, oe 
one can hear the indignant protest. And yet how absolutely 
true to the facts is Locke’s honest report. He is talking, = 
- ss Gn the: same context, of the comparison of our ideas OMe Seage 
e jwith another, and this | is what he says: ‘How far brutes ~ earn 
partake in this faculty i is not easy to determine. Iimagine 
they: have it not in any great degree: for. though they 8 
_ probably have several ideas distinct enough, yet it seems 
_ to me to be the prerogative of human understanding, when <.°. 
it has sufficiently distinguished any ideas, so as to perceive ce 
them to be perfectly different, . ...t0 cast about and consider 
in what circumstances they are capable to becompared, and 
therefore, I think, beasts compare not their ideas further - 
than some. » sensible circumstances annexed to. ‘the objects. 
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themselves. The other power of comparing, which may be_ 
observed in men, belonging to general ideas, and useful — 


only to abstract reasonings, we may probably conjecture 


beasts have not.’* An animal, that is to say, perceives 


objects, and of course it is awart of differences between the 


objects it perceives: it distinguishes one object from 
another. But the whole process is semi- -passiva; ‘the 


differences imptess themselves upon the mind as upon 


some sensitive plate. Differences and resemblances between 

objects are sensed or felt as part of the total unanalysed 
; perception of the objects. ,The feeling of the differences or 
resemblances is sufficient to determine the animal’s action — 


this way or that; but it does not drive him, as it may drive 
a man,*‘to cast about’, as Locke Says, ‘and consider in 
what circumstances ’ the objects differ from or resemble one 
another. By this deliberate active comparison we define 


to ourselves the precise points of agreement or difference— _ 
we isolate them from the general context of the objects as" 


sensed or perceived—we frame, in fact, a concept, a general 


or abstract idea. In this power of abstraction or, as we 


_ now more commonly say, in the conceptual reason—in the 
" grasping by the mind of an idea which does not exist as an 
object of sense at all—Locke rightly saw the differentia of 


“human intelligence, and he was also right in connecting: 

Po with it the use of words as general signs. : 
et ~ Apply this to the idea of causal connexion which fies Ae ne 
oo the basis of our scientific knowledge. Hume explains this eee 


a 


: idea. as a habit of expectation generated by the repeated aoe) 


: - sequence: of two events in the past. Now that. is. exactly, oe Es a. 
the length we may suppose the animal mind to go—auto- 


matic associagion of two events through | their repeated — legis 





' a Il 3 





i conjunction in the past—and you can guide a whole. life. oe ek 
-by the habits of. expectation. thus generated>~ ‘Atd’y yet Mies ore 


animal does not possess. the idea of ¢ cause in the strict t sense a 
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é at all—the general ee of connectedness or the dependence 
~ of one event upon another. To realize that idea is to form 


the first conception of an independent world—an inde- 
pendent, system of definitely connected facts. It contains 


in itself all the potentialitfes of science; and the birth of 


reason in the individual, if we may so speak, is just the 


moment when repeated conjunctions suggest to the mind 


this idea of the connectedness, the interdependence, of the 
two phenomena. To the mind that remains on the animal 


plane, frequent repetition produces a firm association — 


_ between two facts, firm habits eof expectation; but if the 
customary sequence should be interfered with, if expecta- 
tion should be baulked, that will mean only a feeling of 
discomfort; and if such disappointments occur fretuently, 
the automatically generated habit of expectation® will as 


automatically tend to disappear. To the incipient human 


intelligence, on the contrary—to the mind that has once 


grasped the general idea of causal dependence—the non- 
occurrence of an expected effect sets the mind at once ace 
_ tively to work, to find out the reason of the non-occurrence, — ) 





to find out what counteracting cause has been present to_ pe 


defeat expectation in this particular case. Obviously these : : 


two minds move on qite different levels. 


_. But here again there is no need to entangle sae ices in . | 
: y the vexed question as to where precisely association ends _ hoy 
i. and reason begins—as to whether there ; may not be. instances | any 
‘ of conscious: process in the lower animals which deserve 
the name of reason in ‘the full sense. The animal mind and" 
the human mind, as I have used the terms, are to be taken — 
as types, ideal stages of ‘mental development. Nor need oe 


one, minimize in the least the continuity. of the process bys: et 
_ which the one seems to pass, almost at a touch, into the = 
: other. But i iti is a case of ‘the little + more and how much Lo 
this ideal Fine means a reach the notion of obj jectvity y and a 
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Seath on which science is built; it means morality, art 
and religion, and all the possibilities of human history. | 
Can anything be more futile, then, than to ignore the 
qualitative distinction between the one range of mind and 
_ the other? When the dog develops a system of astronomy 


or the cow pauses on the hill-top to admire the view, we 


, Shall gladly welcome them to the logician’s company of — 


‘rational animats’: ; but, till then, the wise man will be a 


“content to recopnize a difference which j is real. 


“¢ otiviaity of process aud the: emergence of real differ. 
ences—these are, in short, the twin aspects of the cosmic his- 
tory, and it is essential to clear thinking that the one be not. 


“i allowed*to obscure the other. And whereas, formerly, the 


magnitir tle of the differences led to static or typical con- 
ceptions of separate species and (as in our last instance 
of the human and animal mind) to the assertion of a- 
~ sheer discontinuity between the one stage and the other, so | 
more recently the evolutional study of intervening forms 
“and the accumulation of minute differences has made us 


z: ‘Tealize so vividly the extremely. gradual. steps by which — 


nature engineers her advances that, as Professor Ward puts 
it, ‘we are inclined to imagine either that there is no problem 
“at all, or that, if there is, the problem is solved’.t. Or in 


- the words of Hume, which he aptly impresses into his : ‘ ties 


service, ‘ ‘the passage is so smooth and easy that it produces _ 


little alteration in the mind. The thought glides along the 
succession with equal. facility, as if it considered only one — oo 
Be - object, and therefore confounds the succession with “the: ae 

ae < Mentty: Continuity may be inconsistent with ‘ breaks ’, Ngee ee 
_ if we define av‘ break’ as a ‘chasm’ or ‘an alien influx into es 
2 5 nature’, ‘But if we take the facts as. they stand, without ee 
a _ importing a theory into the word, we may. say with the — See 
hs a "Tate Professor Wallace that ‘ all. development is by breaks: ne 


ces -? Naturalism and Agnosticism, ist ed, vol. i, i 260. 
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and yet makes ie continuity’ 2° Bist the wort SO cee 
will. mean simply the acknowledgement of what I have . 
~ called the emergence of real differences in the course of 
- the process—actual ‘increments’ or ‘lifts’ in the process, 
. where quantity may be said to pass into quality, difference 
of degree into difference of kind. Such crises, as it has 
- been well said,? are ‘greater in their implications than. in 
the actual moment’; | they are points after which every- — 


oe thing seems to ‘move in a new dimension’. But it is | 


neither necessary, nor is it possible, to fix such points as 


definite dates in an historical sequence. The very nature 


_of time forbids the translation of philosophical analysis into 
literal history. | 

‘It is instructive to ‘note. that “all the ‘ world-riddles : of 
Du Bois-Reymond’s* 

the first, concern the origin of the diffefences or increments | 

which mark the successive steps of the evolutionary process. _ 





once famous book,* or-all at lenst after 


After the first incomprehensibility of the nature of matter _ i 
and force * comes the origin of movement, then the origin 


of life and what appears to be purposive adaptation, then 
the origin of sentience, and finally the origin of rational con- 


sciousness and will. Each transition is one of the eternal Rae 
- ‘Jimits’ set to our knowledge of nature, in regard to which ES 


the, confession of Science must be a perpetual ‘Ignorabi-" 





- mus’. As he puts it in one of the instances, ‘it is not merely fe 


hee case that, in the. present state of our knowledge, con- | 






ce the Divina Commedia’, Professor Wallace finely says, ‘may hardly. 


_ sciousness j is inexplicable f from its natural | conditions, but i ines 


ees t By olncimena to Hegel's Logie senda eidision: p- ab. “The ae eo 


| : need to be reminded that, ‘at each of the grander changes of scene and. a ee 
vs - grade. in his pilgrimage, Dante suddenly, finds himsel& without obvious — ay 
- means: transported. into a new region of experience. There are catas- 


__ trophes i in the process of. development: not. unprepared, but summing up, 

be ina flash of insight, the gradual and unperceived process of growth.” 
? Professor J. Y. Simpson’s Spiritual, Je prego: oe atures P. 131. ae 

= * Die sehen Welirdihsél, published i in eo ole es 
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the nature of things it never can be explicable from these | 


— conditions.’ Inexplicable, certainly, we might reply, from 
- these conditions, if they are substantiated as self-existent in. 


their purely physical aspect. Each new fact in turn must be — 
sheerly unintelligible if we take Dur stand at the stage below, 


and if, in the last resort, we treat ‘ the mechanics of the 

atom’ as the ultimately self-existing fact, out of ewhich | 

everything else #s somehow to be conjured and so explained. mo 

_ And, in spite of his criticism of the atoms as philosophical — 

- fictions, Du Bois-Reymond is still dominated by the concep- _ 

- tion of matter, defined by jts purely physical qualities, as the — 
independently real substructure of phenomena. 


It was this, too, that lent the sting to Tyndall’s soci 
statement, in his Belfast Address of "1874, that he felt com- 


pelled by an intellectual necessity to discern in matter ‘ the 


promise and potency of all terrestrial Life’. When we look 


back upon the passage and read it in its context, with its 
quotations from Lucretius and Bruno—when we note the 
. use of ue vague term ‘nature’, the reference to ‘ latent 
+ powers’, and the insistence on the continuity ot nature as __ 
the chief point of the contention—the position appears 
neither so dangerous nor so unphilosophical as it did to 
those who first heard it. It appeared to them, in the con- 
Sees troversial language of the day, ‘material atheism’, because 
they understood by matter the matter of the ihysicist as Be oe 
ee prior self-existing fact. And that is the danger and, one | 3 Soe 
may still say, the falsity which lurks in Tyndall’s wayof 0° os 
putting the truth he intends. If we take matter in anything "3 9) 
like its accepted meaning, then our, attempted explanation =. 6 26" 
breaks down. at every successive stage in the evolutionary. 0 
_—— process; if, qn the other hand, we endow matter with = 
eo the: promise and potency’ of all that eventually crowns ee 
eS the: process, the. word. loses all definite meaning. -Con- : fe 
eae temporary critics did not fail to point out that Tyndall's 
eee “matter, 3 in virtue ot the peyes attributed 1 to it, was s really SEO Ae 
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indistinguishable from spirit, or, as Coleridge said in-a 
similar connexion, ‘a somettung nothing everything which 


does all of which we know ’.t. It becomes, indeed, simply 


ue that we can speak, with even a show of intelligibility, , of the 


the notion of potentiality as. such—perhaps the ‘most | 
slippery term in the whole vocabulary of philosophy. At: 
it is the complete or final fact which we wish to explain, 
and ifp as we have seen, explanation can only mean accu-— 
rate description or analysis of the nature éf the fact, it is. 
| clear that it can serve no useful purpose—it must, indeed, 
be fundamentally misleading—to say that characteristics 
which, according to the very meaning of the terms, are not 
exhibited by the atoms and molecules of the physicist, are 
potentially present in these particles as such. To insist in 
this way on regarding the later stages as existifig pre- 
formed, so to speak, in the bare beginning is, as ve have © 
- geen, to ignore the true nature of the evolution-process, as. 
characterized by the emergence of real differences and the © 
attainment of results which transcend the apparent starting- 
point. It is onlyin so far as we connect the physical with 
the vital and the conscious, as stages of a single process, 





physical as containing the potentiality of all that isto follow. 
_ The philosophical meaning of potentiality is, in short, simply foe 
the insight that, in the interpretation of any process, it iss” 
Ce the process as a whole that has to be considered, if we wish | 
to know the nature of the reality revealed in it. In.other: 
_ words, every evolutionary process must be read in the light 
of its lagtterm. This is the true meaning of the profound » 
sg ‘Admothan doctritie of the Telos or End as the ultimate _ 
<e principle of explanation. As I have put it on a previous | 
 occasion—‘ All explanation of the higher by the lower 








egg, philosophically a hysteron- -proteron. The antecedents 


assigned are not the causes of the consequents, for by | 








antecedents the naturalistic theories mean the antecedents - eo 


a * Biogrophia Literaria, cheap. vii, oe ae 





yo MEANING OF POTENTIALITY. 2, MEO 
in abstraction from their cGnisequents—the anikeeats | 
taken as they appear in themselves, or as we might suppose _ 
_ them to be if no such consequents had ever issued from 
them. So conceived, however, the antecedents (matter — 
and energy, for example), have no real existence—they are — 
mere entia rationis, abstract ae of the one concrete 
fact which we call the universe. . . . All ultimate on philo- Nc, a 
-sophical explanation must look to ihe end. If we are >. 
in earnest with the doctrine that the universe is one, we 
have to read back the nature of the latest consequent into 
the remotest antecedent. Only then is the one, in any true 
sense, the cause of the other.’ * 
* It is worth o observing that the same apparently inveter- 
ate tendency to obliterate the distinctions between different 
ranges of experience may be seen asserting itself afresh in 
the relation of biology to psychology and sociology. Just 
as the long-established ascendancy of physical science has 
hindered the recognition of the autonomy of the science 
of life, imposing upon the biologist a foreign ideal, as if 
_ physical conceptions alone were ultimately valid—their 
de facto inadequacy in dealing with vital phenomena being — 
attributed not to the characteristics of the subject-matter 
os but to the biologist’s (so far). imperfect analysis—in a 
ie similar fashion the prestige of biology has led within recent = vee si 
- years to the wholesale application of biological concep- 
tions and theories to the facts of mind and society, Ido 
not wish to deny—I would, on the contrary, emphasize— 
the stimulus which psychology and sociology, as well as 
_ general philosophy, have derived from. contact with the ag te 
great biological movement of the ‘ast half-century. — The 
_ biological analogies and metaphors are, in general, far more es 
instructive than the physical conceptions which they re~ a 
: o placed, and the restatement has made many phases eG es 
: a mental development more intelligible. But here: agait coe 


10 * Man's Place in the Cosmos, Pp. Li 12. Se 




























68 ‘LOWER AND HIGHER NATURALISM aes 


autonomy must be respected. Consciousness brings into 
view a new range of facts and values; and to suppose that 
_ biological categories can be more than suggestive analogies | 
in the new sphere is once again to obliterate the distinctive 
" characteristics of the facts‘which it is sought to describe. 
- Loose talk about natural selection and the social organism 
will net solve the problems either of mental or of social 
~ 'science. A new order of facts demands its own conceptions 
in terms of which it may be described and systematized. 
From the philosophical point of view, therefore, explana- 
tion is essentially an affair of categories. Correct explana- 
tion depends in any department on the employment OL. 0 
appropriate categories, and philosophy consists in an in- i 
sight into the relation of the categories in question 4nd the | - 
realm of facts which. they describe, to other categories and 
other realms or aspects of reality. We must have some © 
notion of their significance in an account of the nature of — 
the universe 4s a whole. The function of philosophy is, in 
this connexion, comparable to that of a ‘Warden of the 
Marches’ between the various sciences, resisting the preten- ‘s 
sions of any ‘particular science to be the exclusive exponent co | 
of reality and assigning to each its hierarchical rank in y 
a complete scheme gf knowledge. For if, as men ofj) 
se eseléence: tell as, scientific explanation is in the end descrip- Cs 
tion, the same is ultimately true of philosophy itself. [ens 
_ Philosophy, or perhaps I should qualify the statement 
and say, sane philosophy, is not really the quest of somes 
_ transcendent reason why the nature of. things is as it-isy; 0 30. 
it does not pattempt, in Lotze’s phrase, to tell us ‘how being Ae 
OAs: made’. CAM that: can be asked of philosophy ’, oP vere 0) 
“os tared- to” say in my. first volume, | published more than 
Sy thirty, years ago, ‘is, by the help of the most complete | 
: s camalysis, to present a ‘Teasonable synthesis of the world as . 























ee “ACE Ostwald, “Natural. Philosophy, PB. 0 - (Enatish translation con 
es Geddes a and ‘Thomson, Evolution, 2 231. : a 
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Seles TRUE AND FALSE RHILOSOPHY eu 


we find it. The difference between a true and a false pniibe a 


ophy is that a false philosophy fixes its eye on a part only — 
‘of the material submitted to it, and would explain the 
whole, therefore, by a principle which is adequate merely 


to one of its parts or Sseeose true philosophy, on the . 


other hand, is one which “sees life steadily and sees it ue 
whole ’—whose principle, therefore, embraces in its evolu- 
tion every phase, of the actual.’ * o 


_* The Development from Kant to Hegel, p. 66. 
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LECTURE VI 
MAN AS ORGANIC TO THE WORLD| 


In is as between human intelligence and its Prine | 
a conditions that the idea of a chasm or absolute break is most 
deeply rooted, both in philosophy and in ordinary thought. : 

A variety of causes have contributed to create and perpetu- 


ate the impression. But if we consistently apply biee this 


case the twin principles of cont¢nuity and immanence, and 


steadily refuse to characterize the nature of the world till we 


have all the available facts before us, some of the most per- 
sistent difficulties of modern thought will be found" J think, - 


to disappear. The nature of the power at work in Sny proc- 


ess, | urged in the preceding lecture, is only revealed in the 


“process as a whole. It is revealed progressively in the 


. different stages, but it cannot be fully and truly known till 
the final stage is reached, and it must inevitably lead to error. i. 
if we substantiate any of the stages as something complete oe 
in itself and existing by itself. Now man—human knowl- 
~ edge and experience -generally—is, from this point of view, 
the last term in the*series, and the world is not. complete_ - 
-- without him. When I say the last term in the series, this: ne 
does not involve any arrogant claim on man’s part to ‘set 
himself’, in Locke’s words, ‘proudly at the top of all! 
ce things ?y an other mansions of the universe, as ‘Locke | ae 
oo quaintly puts it, ‘there: may be other and different intelligent | 
ho) beings, of whose faculties he has as little knowledge orap- 
es prehension. as a ‘worm shut up in one drawer. ofa: cabinet a 
ee _ aes of the senses or understanding. of a mar.’* Man him-- a 
eke Le oe | Essay, IL 2,: 3. “Iti is. ‘probably an ‘unconscious. reminiscence of this ae 
Seo ha hee passage, when Huxley says (in a more sceptical interest) that we may oats 


be set down in the midst of infinite varieties of existences which we are 
ne nok competent: so much ¢ as tox ‘conceive— with n no more notion of what 1S 























eee THE PROBLEM OF KNOWLEDGE eee 





Ss ne self, as we know him, assuredly represents, as the ‘cei says, mo 
the dawn and not the day.t Yet, whatever heights beyond — 
a heights may open above us, intelligence is in principle one, 


and it is the emergence of intelligence, that is to say, of be- — m 
ings with powers of knowledge «and appreciation and self~ te 








determination, which supplies the final term, the goal o. oa 


consummation of. the evolutionary process. It is net, 


short, with man specifically, as the historical denizen of this 3 
planet, that we have to do, but with man as rational, in how- ie aa 


ever humble a degree. And my contention is, as expressed in 


ae the title of this lecture, that «man is organic to the world; or — 








as I have just put it, the world ; is not complete without him. 
- The intelligent being is, as it were, the organ through which | 
the universe beholds and enjoys itself’ | 
- This y%,. of. course, a well-known position of speculative i. 
- idealism, but I wish to present it, in the first instance at any 
rate, rather from the side of the higher naturalism, and to - 
_ emphasize the fact of man’s rootedness in nature, so that the - 
rational intelligence which characterizes him may appear as 


- the culmination of a continuous process: of immanent devel- 
ca opment. I desire to do so because it has always seemed to. 


me that some of the central difficulties of modern thought. 


arise from the unconscious habit of treating man as if he — 











_avere himself no denizen of the world in which he draws 
_ his breath—as if he were, so to say, a stranger visitant,con- 
ee templating ab extra an independent universe. ‘Otherwise’, | 
eee why, for example, should it seem so difficult—nay, impos os 
sible, as so many philosophers would persuade us—forman “ 
to know things as they are? why should it be impossible for ne5 
coh Shim: to know the real nature of anything, or, inthe last ree 
sort, to know anything | but his own states? The so-called ae 
pie se epistemolog gical problem which obsesses modern philosophy, — era 
a from, Descartes and Locke to Kant and Spencer and the Bote 




















| chose us ‘tag the worm ina a ower -pot o ona London balcony hae of the 2 Spies 





i life of fhe: ‘great ei ae, Dp. #0) ae 7 pennyson, | ‘The Dawn, eae 
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Host recent magazine ‘discasdions this pr oblem, with all the Ne 
varieties of subjective idealism, agnosticism, phenomenalism, 
and. sceptical relativism to which it has given rise, depends —. 
upon the presupposition of a finished world, as an independ- — 
ently existing fact, and "an equally independent knower, 
equipped, from heaven knows where, with a peculiar appara- 
OF IS OF. faculties. This subjective apparatus, brought to bear | 
upon the foreign object, colours and distorts it by investing — 
— it with its own subjective peculiarities, and so the mechanism 
_ of knowledge inevitably defeats its own purpose. Do what. oe 
we may, our faculties get betwaen us and the things, and we — & 
never know anything as it really i is. As Locke sighs, we know, a 
not the real essence of ; a pebble or a fly or of our own selves. * 
This persistent mystification depends largely, I iftge, upon 
extruding man from the world he seeks to knot. If we 
keep steadily in view the fact that man is from beginning to 
end, even qua knower, a member and, as it were, anorganof 
the universe, knowledge will appear to us in a more natural 
light, and we shall not be tempted to open this miraculous 
‘ : chasm between the knower and the realities which he knows. co 
| When one thinks of the labour and ingenuity expended upon aF 
- this problem during the last three hundred years, it is easy to 
EN understand the impatience of the Pragmatists with the whole 
oe discussion. It-is; indeed, encouraging to note that both tie 
S most recent movements in Britain and America—Pragma-_ | oe 
ce -tism: and the so-called New Realism—seek, each in its own 
ce way, to rid philosophy of a self-made difficulty and to trans- 
ee der discussion to more fruitful topics. . Things are what they As 
Care: experienced as,’ says Pragmatism bluntly;+ knowledge 
oe as is. ae ‘direct. relation’ between the knower and the reality | o 
ae known, says Realism—it is ‘sui generis and as such cannot oS 
e S explained’, for explanation, in the sense of resolving it into — | 
: nae elements, could only mean 2 falsification. of the fact ee 
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VI THE EYE-METAPHOR eg oe 





IT would merely add, as a reason for dwelling on this point, ee 
that, if the imputation of subjectivism and relativity — 
attaches with any justice to the seemingly objective con- 

structions of our knowledge, it will apply with even.greater — 

-. force to the world of values in which our inmost and most 

personal nature finds. expression. If man’s knowledge does _ 
not put him in touch with reality, how can his ideafS be | 

oo supposed to furni$h a clue? They will be treated as exotics, 

too delicate or, according to the critic’s mood, too sickly for | 
the common soil and the common air of the world. Whence, » 

-* in that case, the seed was-wasted and by what agencies it was 
nursed to maturity, such critics do not too narrowly inquire. 

A further consequence of this view of intelligence as. 

ee spectator ‘ab extra is that the function of intelligence is con- 
e “ceived as “purely cognitive, in the sense of simply reproducing 
oof mirroring an independent, finished reality. Even specu- 

_ lative idealism, under the dominance of the eye-metaphor, 

sometimes falls into a similar mode of expression. ‘I am 
the eye with which the universe beholds itself ’ seems an apt 

- expression for a divine experience, conceived, on purely 
_ theoretic lines somewhat in Aristotle’s fashion. But if it 

were simply reproduction as in a still, mirror, we might : 
BS reasonably ask, with Lotze, what point >r value such a ‘bar- 
-. ren rehearsal’ could possess. To Aristotle, the contempla- = 
soe Hon of which he speaks is not a passionless duplication of - 7 
existence, but an experience of intensest fruition; itis the = 
soos supremely blessed life. The word cognition misleads us by 
ae : its: exclusive reference to the object as. ‘something external; oe oe 
we forget that cognition is an experieyce of the soul, and ag ae 
such has necessarily its feeling-value. We forget that the P60 9 
existence of suck. living centres, capable of feeling the beauty | 
oe ~ and grandeur of the world and tasting its manifold qualities, 
is what is really significant i inthe universe. Toacollocation = 
of. purely unconscious facts it would be impossible | to attrib- ree ay 
: “ute any \ value either collectively ¢ or ' individually. All wales aS 
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| are, | in ‘his sense, conscious values. Hence it is that the sen- 
: tient and, still more, the rational being appears as the goal 
to which nature is working, namely, the development of an 
organ, by which she may become conscious of herself and 
enter into the joy of her dwn being. Or, as oe more 
: finely puts it in Paracelsus: , | 


oe ae God tastes an infinite j joy 
dn infinite ways. | 
(oe bie wroth s sea’s waves are edged 
With foam, white as the bitten lip of hate, 
_ When in the solitary waste, strange groups 
Of young volcanos come tip, cy clops-like, i 
Staring together with their eyes on flame ;— | 
God tastes a pleasure in their uncouth pride! ... 
The shining dorrs are busy; beetles run 2 eo 
Along the furrows, ants make their ado; . =. — 
Afar the ocean sleeps white fishing-gulls ie 
Flit where the strand is purple with its tribe — 
Of nested limpets ; savage creatures seek P00 
_ Their loves in wood and plain—and God renews. “ 
_ His ancient rapture! , Pagar e 


ne is this living experience, séceped in feeling anid: instinct 
wrth action, which is the real fact in which cognition, asec a: 
- such, is but an element. And, in the case of man, such ex- 
" perience means the® building up of a mind and character. ee 
[ oe . 1 There is no virtue in the mere repetition, in the subj ject, of ans 
ae 4 independent object: the function of cognition in. experience 7 
is either to subserve our practical activity or to awaken in-  -_ 
q sights of beauty, the sympathetic thrill of kindred being and ee 
& the pure joy of intellectual conquest and harmony.” ee 









oe 4 The idea of. intelligertce as purely cognitive seems to. be: consistent‘ one 
a oni with the epiphenomenal « or automaton theory of consciousness. On 
_ that theory mind is. simply the inactive and useless.mirror of an inde- a 
ae pendent happening. | And, as a matter of fact, Shadworth Hodgson’s ex- 
- pressions, in his exposition of the theory, are ‘the best examples that 
‘sould be cited of. the view of consciousness: ‘which Le am repudiating. oe. 
_ ‘Pain’, he says consistently, ‘must be held to be no warning to abstain 
from the thing which has caused pain ; pleasure no motive to seek the 
thing which has! satsed: Pleasures, pai: no > check, pleamure.n no “Sputs. to a 
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vis THE CARTESIAN BUALISM “us, 


The more we allow our thoughts to play freely on the 


idea, the more extraordinary appears the substantiation of | 
the knower into a being outside the world he desires to know, 
and the treatment of the two as separate and independent ; 


facts which havea merely contingtnt relation to one another. — 


Yet this is just the dualism of the res cogitans and the res 
-extensa with which modern philosophy starts in Descastes, 
and from which, in many quarters, it has not even yet 
emancipated itself. The two facts, as I have said, are 
- conceived as having no organic relation to one another; 


the one is in no way the complement of the other, in such 


fashion that the being of things naturally passes over into - 
consciousness and finds expression there, while (from the 
other sid&) the conscious being as natufally reads the face of 
a world which he feels to be continuous with his own being. 
_ The process of knowledge accomplishes itself, as a matter 
of fact, with perfect simplicity and naturalness ; but philos- 
__ ophers have dug a chasm which cannot be bridged between. 
the knowledge of the knower, conceived asa state of his own 
ae ‘being, and the real thing which he knows, or rather fancies 
_ he knows. For if there is no essential relation between the 
two facts, such as would constitute them no longer two un- — 
: connected. facts, but two elements in ong single fact—if they _ 
are taken, as really brought, so to speak, into accidental con-. 
tact with one another—what guarantee is there that my — ey see 
Norte knowledge represents things as they really are? Is that pose eee 
sibility not rather excluded ab initio? For I can know 
woos things. only as they appear to me through the medium of my fet 
bodily and mental organization ; my knowledge, therefore, eo 
eee must inevitably be merely phenomenal, merely relative. ‘On Pee 
ioe ome side ‘of: the, chasm we thus get the thing-in-itself, the | Pa 
es — thing: as it is. supposed to exist apart” from being known, Se eee 


“ation. Consciousness when it arises, he says, is ‘not a new existence es 

but the perception of the pre-existing world’, ‘nothing but a mirror. moe as 

ns  reduplication of the pre- existing: and sfnultancously: custing: world Se ee 
theory a Practice, vol i, r PP. 338, 339 MN ea 
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oc oyphich. is eventually described, with perfect consistency, ae 
the unknown and unknowable ; and on the other side of the © 


chasm we have a subjective modification, which is as a veil 


between us and the object rather than a revelation of its real oe 


nature. Because we began. by denying any real relatedness — 
between nature and mind, we end with the doctrine of the 
relativity of knowledge. Relatedness means continuity of 
process and truth of result—knowledge and reality as com- _ 


plementary elements of one system. Relativity, in the cur- 


rent sense of the term, means a finished world of fact com- 
plete in itself, but subsequently brought into contact with 
(what would almost seem to" be) some extra-mundane ~ 


creature in whom it produces certain effects. But these — oo 


effects, being conditiened mainly by the creature’ § curious . 
constitution, must be held to reveal rather the nature of the © 
creature than the nature of the world which started the 
‘process of which they are the outcome. 


| The vitality of the doctrine of the relativity of knoviledge el, : 
_ which is as much as to say the truth it contains—is en-_ 
_ tirely derived from its polemic against a wrongly-stated 
_ Realism, and against the copy-theory of truth, which our 
present-day pragmatists have made the object of their attack, 
The copy-theory, on the basis of the traditional philosophical 
dualism, defends what it calls the ' ‘correspondence ’ of Pes 
knowledge with reality. In that correspondence it finds its ae 
definition of truth. It is easy, of course, to puta sense upon 
the phrase which would. remove any objection to such adefi- 


nition; but correspondence, for the copy-theory, means such _ et 





-arelation as obtains between a picture and the object which 


it represents. In some such way the independent world of 
things, with their qualities and. relations, 1s supposed tobe 
reproduced in the knowing mind. We witness in Locke. 


and: Berkeley the break-down of this theory. Locke still = 


clings to the theory in the case of the primary qualities: a: 


. ae ‘patterns do joreally exist in n the Fala ee spate fr om at: a 
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Sao SWOCRE: AND. BERKELEY ry 


our iowleige of them. But he abandons it in the case of 

the secondary qualities ; the latter exhibit only, such, corre- ~ 
spondence or conformity. as exists between a cause and its _ 
effect. They are true in so far as they are the effects which | 


things, in virtue of modifications of their primary qutalities, 
are fitted to produce in us. They are the effects which God — 


_ has arranged that things should produce, when acting on, Site es, 
. _ sensibility.’ Berkeley’ S philosophy 1 is a criticism of this com- 
promise. The primary qualities are as much ideas of sense, _ 
he argues, as the secondary: where the secondary are, there _ 

_ the primary are also, namely, in the mind. The notion of an — 
idea being ‘like’ some original in a non-mental world is 
transparently absurd, inasmuch as the comparison required | 
to ascertain such likeness is inherently impossible; an idea. 


can only De like an idea. Our whole sense-experience, there- 


fore, is treated by Berkeley, as Locke treated the secondary 
qualities, namely, as a series of effects produced in the indi- 


vidual mind—produced, however, not as Locke assumed by 


an independent world of material substances, but by the im- 
- mediate causation of the divine will. There is therefore no 
relation between knowledge and an external om trans-sub- 
jective reality which it has in some fashion to copy or repre- 
sent. Knowledge is entirely an internal experience, and our 
- sense-ideas and their relations of concomitance and se-— 
quence, being taken as the immediate inspiration of the 
a Almighty, are themselves the only originals we require. 
- Berkeley’s world, apart from his theistic postulate, is, in 
Le fact, a William James’s phrase, ‘a world of pure experi- eee 
ence’, in which one part points cognitively to other parts, but 
oe which: does not point as a whole to any extra-experiential ee es 
world on which it rests or which it somehow renders to us. Me ee ee 
Conclusive as a criticism of the ordinary correspondence- OE 
theory, Berkeleianism is vitiated by the fact that it takes dp ooo 
a its starting-point | and basis the fundamental t tenet tof Fepry: SL ogee 


. Bay i. 30. 2, 
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ae een the presupposition that the primary or Girect 





: object of knowledge is a state of our own mind. And if this ao 


se is the very reverse of the truth, it follows that what is true 


in Berkeley’s way of putting things must be re-stated in a 
\ form which will not conflict with the realism of our com- 


-mon-sense beliefs. Berkeley is always elaborately anxious to | 
: perseade. us that he is in agreement with ‘the vulgar’, but 
neither he nor any of his interpreters or successors has suc-. 


‘ceeded in convincing the world that this is really the case. 
The Kantian theory is in some respects a return to the 


position of Locke. There are, gf course, too many strands 





in Kant’s doctrine to admit of its being presented asacon- 


sistent whole; but if we take it as it originally shaped itself 
in. his own mind, we ‘ind a strong reassertion of the refer- 


ence in knowledge to real things. This 1s at once en initial 


assumption and, in the face of misunderstanding and chal- 
lenge, an explicit polemic against subjective idealism of the 2 
_ Berkeleian stamp. Kant resembles Locke also in starting _ | 
with the acceptance of the representative theory of knowl- | 
edge, the view, that is to say, that we are primarily limited to 
- aknowledge of our own states. In his own words, we know 
only the mode in which our senses are affected by an une : 
known something ’.’, As Hutchison Stirling puts it? the > 
scratch only knows itself: it knows nothing of the thorn, =, 
eo But: whereas Locke applied this causal method of interpreta- 
tion only to the secondary qualities, the primary qualities are } 
also treated by Kant as subjective for a different reason, 
seeing that he regards space, and consequently the geomet- 
tical or space-filling qualities of bodies, asacontribution of = 
a mind in the act tof knowing. ‘But if both: ‘ptlmary: and nese 






ae ie Protegomens, section 32. m “Ted is idediaprehiovsible® . he explains alse. ice 
where (Prolegomena, section 9), ‘how the perception of a present ob- 
ject should give mea knowledge of that object. as it is in itself, seeing 
that its properties cannot migrate ¢ or wander, over” + Chinitberwandern) se 


: : ay my presentative. facu ilty.” 
oe Seathoon, to sai Pp. 353.- 



























YEE -KANT'S PHEN OMENALISM no. ee 
eee qualities are thus subjective constructions, the 


real object which we set out to know remains on the farther. | 
oe, side. of knowledge as an unattainable Beyond—the abstrac- 


tion of an unknowable thing-in-itself. This is the aspect of 


the Kantian theory of knowledge which made his doctrine - Se ee 
_ one of the fountain-heads of modern agnosticism. In conse- as 
os quence of our. ignorance of this real background, our knowl- 
edge is throughout a knowledge only of phenomena. The 
world of experience, whether of ordinary life or of scientific 
iF theory, is , for Kant, either a quasi-Berkeleian world of | 
sede connected together by the rational bonds 
of the categories instead of by the associational forces of — 
custom: or it is the distorted vision of a reality, the fact of. 


_ whose existence is an immediate ceftainty present in all 


our experience, but whose nature that experience is essen- 
tially impotent to reveal. Reality on this view is the ulti- 


mate subject of predication, but all our predicates only 


draw more systematically round us the veil of our own ‘sub- | 


_— jectivity. 


_. Popular philosophy may be said to oscillate between an a 
agnostic relativism based on such considerations#and asemi- 
- Lockian view apparently sanctioned by the teaching of 
_ physical: science and physiological psychology. We come 
back in such thinking to the old distinction between the => 
primary qualities, as constituting the real nature of the ob- 
jective fact, and the secondary, as subjective effects depend- 
- ent upon the specific constitution of our organs of sense and 
nervous structure generally. We return, in short, to the 
conception of the physical scheme of moving particles OP Ola 
ethereal vibrations of varying amplifudes and speeds as the 
 self-subsisting world, and all the rest as passing appearances 
to finite subjects. But this is practically. to adopt the funda- | 
"mental presupposition of materialism. SE get ay Mean 
| The crux of the philosophical question thus becomes the Sy 
= ob} jectenity’ of the e seeoindary qualities -whether,-c or in in what af 
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| - sense, they are to be taken as objective deena ions of 
reality. In one sense, of course, every one would admit their 


as objectivity, in so. far as they have in each case their physical 


counterpart, in the shape of some specific arrangement of 
‘moleculés or some specific form of motion. But, according | 
~ to the popular scientific view which we are considering, that 


os molecular mechanism gives us. the truth of nature. It zs 


~ nature: as an objective system; whereas our translation of 


the mechanism into terms of sensation is a " subjective proc-_ 
ess. The results of that process may be of much interest 
to us, because of the feeling-tone of the secondary qualities = 


and their intimate connexion with the higher emotional life; 
‘but they are not, as such—as colour, for example, or as 


 sound—predicable of mature in the same way in which the 


physical properties are. There is a fine chapter in Lotze’s 
Mikrokosmos,’ in which he enters an eloquent protest 
against the stereotyped error of supposing that we come _ 


ac AeA eh: the yet of ee when we oe in this way from os vo 


: seek that truth not in the appeata ance of the world as it offers ooh 


itself to. the knowing mind, but in the stage- mechanism | 


which effectuates this result. ‘Instead of setting up the. exe 
aa ternal as the goal to which all the efforts of our sensation are a 





: to be directed, why should we not rather look upon the sensu- ie 


ous splendour of light and sound as the end which all these 





_ dispositions of the external world, whose o obscurity we de- | a 
oplere, are designed to realize? What pleases usin a dramas’. 00)) 


us that. we see developed. before us on the stage is the poetical a : re 


< ‘Idea : and its inherent beauty ; ; noone would expect | to enhance io 2 
this enjoyment or discern a profounder truth if he could in- 


— dulge in an examination of the mchiinery that effects the © coe 


sete changes of scenery and illumination. . The @ course of the e oS Q 


universe is such a drama; its easetdtial truth j isthe meaning = 


aa set t forth so as to be intelligible to the spirit. ‘The other in oe 
hae! : i i * Book Il, chap. i iv,‘ 4 ‘Life i in ) Matter’ rece: Sn ee ae 
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. which, eee by prejudice, ‘we ‘seek: the true. hele of | 
: things, is nothing but the apparatus on which depends that 
which alone possesses value, the reality of this beauteous 
appearance. 2a eet: us therefore cease to lament as if the 
reality of things escaped our apprehension; on the cOntrary, a 
their, reality consists in that as which they appear to us; __ 
oo and all that they are before they are made manifest to_us is es : 
the mediating preparation for this final realization of “their eta 
very being. The beauty of colours and tones, warmth and 
| fragrance, are what Nature in itself strives to produce and — 
express, but cannot do so by itself; for this it needs as its 


last and noblest instrument the sentient mind, which alone - 


can put into words its mute striving and, in the glory of - 


sentient,intuition, set forth in luminous actuality what all 
the motjons and Beetnes, of the external world were vainly 


aeons to express.’ 


Common sense clearly takes this view, and rejects the | 
cheap profundity of popular science. Colours and sounds © 
are for it not merely sensations or internal states; they are’ 
unmistakable predicates of the real. And a better psycho- 


logical analysis bears out this presupposition.* When the - 
psychologist introspectively analyses what he calls the 
_ sensation of red, what he is really analysing i is the process 
_.. of perceiving a red object. Red, asaconscious fact,isfrom 
; __ beginning to end a quality of objects. Just consider for = 
a moment what the world would be if it were stripped of the- 
secondary qualities; remove the eye and the other senses 

and what remains? As Stirling vividly puts it, taking ashis 

instance the astronomical spectacle of the heavens: ‘AN 
that is going on, all these globes are*whirling in a darkness — ee 

blacker than the mouth of wolf, deeper than the deepest pit == 

- that ever man “has sunk—all that is going on, all serge is wo So 

taking place in a darkness absolute; and more . . Re OS 

aie a silence absolute, in a silence that. never. a whisper “ Ss eg , 
oe | fever. the most | momentary echo breaks. ) Iti is ina A Cave, DE ene 
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| ina 2 den, blacker than ihe bdedt night, soandless and more 


e “silent than the void of voids, that all those intermingling 
motions of the globes go on—but for us, that is; but for an 


- eye and an ear "and a soul behind them.’* It is enough to | 


make this simple reflection t6 recognize the helpless unreality, | 
of the abstraction. As Professor Bosanquet says, ‘If the 
- world.apart from knowledge has no secondary qualities, it... 
has hardly anything of what we care for. Isis not recogniz-. 
able as our world at all.’* Moreover, if we are to reject the 


i ~ secondary qualities on account of their dependence on or-_ 


ganic conditions, are the primary, not in the end in the same | 


case? 


i situation put with thé simplicity and force of ripe meta- 
physical insight in the seventh Meditation of the late Pro- 


fessor Laurie’s S ynthetica. The fundamental point is that 
which I began by insisting on, that man the knower is 


, tes within the real system which he knows, and that as regards ris 
: : his knowledge of. nature “his body is within the nature-_ ee 
system and continuous with it’. It is good for sanity of 


I find what I take to be the philosophical truth a the: es 


- thinking to hold fast by the bodily aspect of man’s existence; 
man’s cognitive function is exercised through his organism, > 
And, once more, do not let. us be misled into treating the => 
- organism in turn, as we saw some theories treated the mind 
and its faculties, as a principle of isolation and subjectivity, oe 
“cutting us off from the real. Do not let us be misled, I mean, oe 
_ into ascribing the specific qualities of the object as known to ey 
o peculiarities of our ‘sense-organs rather than to anything | seal 
_ inherent in the object itself. Man’s organism is the very 
_means: by which he is put in relation with reality. | ‘Through oo 
iat the content of the real world is conveyed tovhim, and’-° 
me through this communication he himself. becomes a real sube 

ae ie ‘&F or it cannot be. too carefully. remembered that t the i 





ee a Philosophy and Theology (Gifford Lectures), Pp. 78 
os ese Logie vok i, p. 308 (second, edition). , 
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Me sidbject is. thinisel? a pure abstraction, apart from the real , rn 


system with which he is in relation and which gives him hig. ee, 
~ mental. filling. © As Laurie puts it, ‘I do not like to say 4 
subject is object and object is subject, lest I should be mis- 

- understood; but in truth, the’subject, in so’ far. asit<is 000s 
a Real and not a mere entitative potency, is a Real by virtue ie 


: : of the object . as reflected: into it.” Hence the fact that con- ee : 
_ sciousness of am external object, say, ofacloud, isthe final 
“result: of a complicated set of processes, partly in external Bet 


nature and partly within the body of the percipient, does” ae 


not vitiate the truth of tke result. ‘On the contrary the - 


process exists for the very purpose of presenting that cloud — 
as I see it, to the subject as conscious.’ And the so-called 
secondary qualities of objects are just as real as space and. 





time ate. ‘When physics has said its last word about that. 
_ cloud as a dynamical system of molecules and vibrations, 
_” that too I shall be aware of only as “ related ” to conscious. 
subject; and it will be as much “relative”’ as the cloud in 


all its summer beatity 28 seen by: the eye of child or poet : i. oe 


that is to say, not “relative” at all. . . For the real is” 


. truly to be found in the final presentation to subject; it is in oo ee 
that crisis that the thing g gathers up all its causal conditions LE oe 


and prior processes (etheric, dynamic, or what not) ande eek 
offers itself to us in all the richness of its phenomenal indi; = 
__-viduality. It is at this point that the bony skeleton of ab Sonat te s 
. . stract mathematico-physical explanation is clothed with flesh 
and’ blood and lives; it is this that touches the emotions of = 
the human breast, and gives birth in poetry and the other e 
ne — arts to the highest. utterances of genius regarding ourcom- 
obs plex experiences.’ * Thus consciousness, as he puts it almost es 











in Lotze’s wogds, ‘ provides the last explanatory term of the 


a presentation. Save in a conscious subject the object cannot 
| - fulfil itself. . The. world without conscious. subject 4 * a : ee 
ce - : world | waiting for its meaning—an hnecenpleted circle wait- 2 ns 


| | Sntheties, vol. A , PP. 855. 
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oe ing to he closed. _ Thus it is that the pectic characters 


mn of our consciousness are the specific characters of the — 


“ other ” or the object. The former do not merely corre- 
“spond tg the latter: they | are the latter as fulfilled ina world | 
- which is a “system”, and‘in which, ponsequently, sentient — 

mind and nature are in organic community.’ ? 
We get here a Natural Realism, but not of the old type; 
_ for this Realism is also a Monism. The older Natural Real- 


ism, while it asserts the direct presence of reality to the 


- percipient subject, appears still to hold the two-substance — 
- dualism from which the whole mischief flows. Consequently 

jt seems to find a difficulty in reconciling the assertion of 
a direct and true knowledge of reality with the undoubted — 
fact of process or ‘mediation. Conceiving mind,*no less — 


than matter, as a substance (though a substance of essen- > 


tially opposite nature, removed from matter, as the saying 


goes, by the whole diameter of being) the Natural Realists _ | : : 
seem inclined to deny mediation altogether, and, as Hart- 
mann somewhat crassly expresses it, to put mind with its © 


nose up against the material object. Hence such problems 





as Hamilton raises, in criticizing Reid, as to what external ge 
object it is that we immediately perceive, and his final con- 
clusion that the immediate object of knowledge is ‘really 
an affection of the bodily organism ’." “We actually pete 
ceive at the external point of sensation and we perceive 
“ethe® material Teality,” but “we perceive through no- sense oes 
Bae aught external but what is in immediate relation and i : 
Se immediate contact with its organ’." Hence, as he puts to 
more elaborately in his” edition of. Reid, ‘the mind pererc. 
- ceives | ‘nothing | external to itself ‘except: the affections of © a 
_ the organism as animated, the reciprocal relations of these a 
8) affections and the correlative involved in. the consciousness — | 
of its. locomotive energy being resisted *. “The: primary 9s 
a qualities are perceived as. in our organism’, , and such Pa ‘ o 
Mantes vol. 5 PP. ‘Ol, 107. ? Lectures on Metaphysics, vol. Hip. 137. age 


| bid., PP. 129-30, 
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| ception “does not’ originally and. in “yisell, reveal to us the iN 


_ existence, and qualitative existence, of aught beyond the | 
organism’; while ‘colour in itself, as apprehended or 


immediately known by us, is a mere affection of the sentient 


organism, and therefore, like tHe other secondary qualities, 


an object, not of perception, but of sensation, proper’. ee 
“. Such a theory is not the Natural Realism of commonesense 
cat all, and would never have been devised but for the mate- 
rialistic substantiation of mind as a so-called immaterial me 


| substance, which must somewhere and somehow come in 
contact with any object ifeit is to perceive it. It is part of. 


“ _ Hamilton’s theory that the mind is present in this way at’ 





Salk parts of the organism and not mere ely in the brain, so” 


- that, {Sr example, ‘the mind feels at the finger- -points as | 








 consci®usness assures us’.? Now it is certainly on the 
physical continuity of my organism with the whole material 
system that my entire knowledge of that system depends; 
but for knowledge so mediated there is neither near nor 
far. What I locate at the end of my fingers is exactly on 
the same footing as the remotest star projected on the 
_ bosom of the night. They are both mediated by a process; _ 
but the mind is present to both, and they are both per-— 


; ceived directly and as they are. - Bedy is the medium of ae 
mind in a far more intimate sense than is contemplated. 
in such a theory of their connexion as Hamilton’s Jangiage ee 
would imply. Materialistic as it may sound, it would be 
_ far more correct to say that the body perceives, than to. 2: 
figure physiological movements and contacts transmitted 
Zoe OF passed on, as it were, to a second entity called mind te te 





_ Hamilton's Reid, vol. ii, p pp. 881, 885. 
* Lectures on Metaphysics, vol. i, p. 128, 


* Locke, it is perhaps worth remembering, left it an open id question’ 200 ee 


“whether. Omnipotency has not given to some systems of matter, fitly ss: ie 2 
cee disposed, a power to perceive and think, or else joined and fixed to r®at- 


| - ter, so disposed, a thinking immaterial substance’: and he was of opinion 


that ‘all the great ends of morality and religion are well enough secured, 2 oe : a 


AN a without ut philosophical proofs of the soul's ae Essay, IV. 3 Os: 
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| “Perhaps: it would, sound materialis stic only eas under 
- eth: unconscious influence of the long dualistic tradition, | 

we continue to think of the body in merely physical terms. — 


‘Aristotle, it will be remembered, compared the distinction 
- betweeti body and soul to- that between matter and form, 


and defined soul as the realization of the potentialities of 
the organized body—the completed idea, so to speak, of | 


ae that which it has it in it to be. | Hamiltgn’s ab yandonment ie 
Ae of the notion of a special seat of the soul—his conceptionof 
it as present at every part of the bodily or ganism—might, - 
 initself, be taken as a step in the direction ofatruer theory; 
but as actually stated, in. terms of the old metaphysical - 
| dualism, it is a grotesque combination of the points of view 9: 
_ of physiology and oftcommon sense—a combination which ye 


fails in justice to the truth of either. | | 
To return to the question of the secondary Giialities it 


is obvious how a genuinely realistic theory such as I have 
sketched and illustrated, incorporates into itself all that = 
og “is true in the doctrine of the relativity of knowledge. The’. 
range as well as the quality of our knowledge of the external - 
m _world—its delicacy and precision—depend undoubtedly, Ones 
the structure of the sense-organs and the nervous system © 
generally. The universe must therefore appear differently __. 
to different creatures according to the difference pf their 
equipment _ in these respects. The development of the 
special senses out of a general sensibility to contact isan) = 
evolutionary commonplace. One creature exhibits a vague : 
organic sensitiveness to the difference between light and 
_ darkness. By another, with a rudimentary organ of vision, 
the: difference betweerl the two is clearly perceived; and, 
as. the organ is perfected, ‘there i is added, with ever-increass: : 
ing precision and delicacy, the perception of the different 
- calours and the discrimination of their finest shades. Simi- 
- larly. the sense of hearing advances from ‘a sensitiveness tO 
3 concussions s affecting the whole environment ’ to accurate os 
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-. Pein ‘and the tefinements. of musical appreciation. | 


Each creature, therefore, has its own world, in the sense 
| that it. sees” only what it has the power of seeing ; but what - 


oe ae apprehends, ‘up to the limit of its capacity, is.a true 


account of the environment, so*far as it goes. ‘And the 


«> pogressive.developenent.of ‘minke delicate organs’of applet? 6G 
_ hension just means the discovery. of fresh aspects ofthe _ 


ee world, qualities and distinctions of its real being, too subtle | 


ve to be. appreciated by the ruder instruments previously | 
a our disposal. There is no explanation possible of the pe 
_ evolution of the sense-orgays and of the sentient organism 


generally, unless we assume the reality of the new features _ 
of the world to which that evolution introduces us. The 
_ organisna is developed and its powers perfected as an instru- 
ment of.nature’s purpose of self-revelation.’ _ 
And what is thus asserted of the secondary qualities 

will hold also of what Professor Bosanquet in one place calls 


the ‘tertiary’ qualities, the aspects of beauty and sub- 


. limity which we recognize in nature, and the finer spirit of 
‘sense revealed. by the insight of the poet and the artist. 


fs These things also are not subjective. imaginings ; they give 
us a deeper truth than ordinary vision, just as the more ~ 









ee ‘developed eye or ear carries us farther into nature’s refine- 


























+ ments and beauties. The truth of the poetic imagination es 


“i ois perhaps the profoundest doctrine of a true philosophy. ae 











- *Tamcertain of nothing’, said Keats, ‘but of the holiness 
oe OE, the heart’s affections and the truth of Imagination.’ [poe Sees 








a Instead of speaking of primary and secondary qualities, Laurie ‘sug: ee 


8 “gests a distinction between the quantitative or common sensibles,asAris- 
~. totle called them, and the qualitative or proper sensibles, and he. points — een 
out, suggestively, as it seems to me, that ‘through these qualitative — HO fe Bee 
affections we ascertain certain peculiar. characters of the quantitative fe Een 8 a oda BOE 
external which, bu® for the subjective qualitative feeling, would never 
have been. the object. of physical investigation at all’. Science, when at 


thus set upon the track, can show us. the quantitative. equivalent of 2 


CE eSumihisica, vel 4, us oe 


























colour ora sound; but it is as if ‘the more subtle characters of the eee ts ee 
- deel cannot be conveyed quantitatively. in. Sensation but only: qualita; ee 
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is with the second. of these Be ferciine certainties ‘that 
we are here concerned. The poet, it has been often said, - 
is a revealer; he teaches us to see, and what he shows us is — 
really in the facts. It is not put into them, but elicited from 


them by his intenser synipathy. Did Wordsworth spread — 
the fictitious glamour of an individual fancy over the hills 


anc vales of his beloved Lakeland, or was he not rather the nd 


voice by which they uttered their inmost spirit to the | 


world? Remember his own noble claim for poetry as ee 


‘the breath and finer spirit of all knowledge, the impassioned 
expression which is in the courtenance of all science’. ‘Of 
- genius in the fine arts,’ he says, ‘ the only infallible sign is the | 
i yidenine of the sphere of human sensibility, for the delight, 

honour and benefit of human nature. Genius is the intro- 
duction of a new element into the intellectual universe . . 
it is an advance or a conquest made by the soul of the | 
poet.’ But, again, the new element is not imported; the 
advance is an advance in the interpretation of the real — 
world, a new insight which brings us nearer to the truth of | 


_ things. Hence, when Coleridge says in a well-known 


passage, 


O Lady, we receive but what we give, 
And in our life alone doth Nature live, 


the statement is exactly the reverse of the truth, if it be 





taken to mean that the beauty of hae 1S ; reflected upon Se 


: express what Wordsworth calls ‘ the spirit of tHe place os ey 


-? Certainly when we give way to ‘the. pathetic. fallacy ’, investing oe 


nature with our transienf moods of joy or grief, we fall into this sub- oe 


oe  Mectivieny and falsify the facts. To take a glaring example: a 






Call it not vain: they donoterr, ° 
Who say, that when the Poet dies, 


OR ee Ss Mate nature’ mourns her worshipper, — a 







And celebrates his obsequies : 
Bont say, tall cliff and cavern lone 
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Coleridge’: s lines are only true if they are understood, as 
they may be understood, to mean that unless we bring the 


- seeing eye, we shall not see the vision. All idealism teaches 


_ the correlativity of subject and object ; they develap part 


ae _ passu, keeping step together, inasmuch as the objective 


- world seems to grow in richness as we develop faculties to _ 


| apprehend it. But all sane idealism teaches that, in such 
advance, the subject is not creating new worlds of knowl- ao 


: edge and appreciation for himself, but learning - see more 
of the one world, ‘ which is the world of all of us’ 9 
Philosophy does not require us, then, to treat the beauty 
and sublimity of natural objects as subjective emotions 
in. the bystander : we are entitled, on the principles I have 


been advocating, to treat them as qualities of the object 


just as much as the vaunied primary qualities. 


There was an awful rainbow once in heaven; 
We know her woof and texture; she is given 
In the dull catalogue of common things. 


| Keats attributes this result to ‘cold philosophy ’ , at whose 


ae mere touch all charms fly. The poet’s complaint is that a _ 
knowledge of physical optics—the. laws of refraction and 
so forth—reduces the rainbow to an illusion, by showing 


us the mechanism on which the beautiful phenomenon 


depends. Keats, in fact, momentarily accepts the popular _ ea 


scientific view that this physical mechanism is the reality 


of the rainbow; and as a poet he mourns his lost illusion. _ 
- But that is the abstraction against which our whole argu-— 


| ment has been a. protest. The reality of the rainbow in- — SS. 
yo oe But Scott know that they do err, and that she is merely playing with eee | 


pe eats fancies, for he acknowledges it himself in the next stanza: 


Not that, in sooth, o’er mortal urn 
- Those things inanimate can mourn. 


che "How diferent from this the transfiguring touch of the Wordsworthiag ch aa 
Send tt imagination, | even when | it seems to involve a ae transterence or 
ee a8 emotion + ee We oes : 





The moon doth with delight - ieee ae 
_ Look round her wher the heavens are bare, fet 
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cludes that. very shimmer of evel eciene and the wondefal 
aesthetic suggestion which made the primitive poet c call it 
God’s bow in the clouds, and which still makes our hearts. 
‘Jeap yp’ when we behold it in the sky. Things are as they - 
reveal themselves in theif fullness to the knowing mind. 
As a French thinker expresses it, ‘if we wish to form a 
true idea of the total fact, of the real, we must not eliminate — 
from it precisely what completes reality, what makes it — 
exist for itself ’.*_ | He lee’ 


* A, Fouillée, Evolutionnisme des I dées-forces, p. 279. 





LECTURE VII’ 


| ETHICAL MAN. THE RELIGION OF HUMAN ITY 


Tue last lecture elaborated the contention that man ae 


: ‘to be taken as organic to the world, and his experience, i 
_ therefore, in all its reaches, as a process by which the true 
nature of reality communicates itself to him. The terror 


of the subjective, as M. Fouillée happily puts it, is an obses- 
- sion introduced into philosophy by Kant. If it was not~ 
exactly “introduced ’ by Kant, it was certainly intensified by 
his method of statement. I attempted to show the inherent 
absurdity of the position that, because knowledge is the result 
of a process, the truth of its report is thereby invalidated. 
Because, in order to be known, things must appear to the 
knowing subject, it surely does not follow, as Kant seems. 


aoe _ haively to assume, that they appear as they are not.” Yet it 





is due to this presupposition that the relation between the 


co thing-in-itself and the phenomenon becomes the negative | 


: one of contrast or difference, and fosms the fundamental 
ne _ opposition on which the Kantian system is based. On the : 
es view I have advocated, the relation between reality and ap- 





oo pearance is not this negative relation of contrast or. differ- ee m 

poe ence; the thing really does appear, or, in other words, reveal eee ey 
i. ee ats nature. The thing as it is and the thing as it appears. on 
are, in principle, the same fact differently named, ‘becatise “<9 2 
looked at in different aspects. Théy may be intelligibly == 
contrasted in so far as our knowledge is partial and does 
- cnet therefore exhaust the 3 nature oft the one in | question, Apts ee 










































“TAs Heed wittily puts. it, Kant. holds that wihak : we think ’ is 5 false ee 


oe | : because it is we veh think it. ( Encyelopaihe, » section 60, Wallace’ so rans- oe SLs ebay 
_ Nation, © | ; Te eS a 


a) 
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but not - in the Kantian and agnostic sense that, even as” 


regards the part we know, the thing would look quite 
different if, per impossibile, we could see it as it really is. 


The whole conception of reality as meaning existence apart | | 
from being known, and the accompanying theory of truth as _ 


lying in the correspondence of knowledge with what is by 
definition unknowable—this whole conception, with the 
| agnosticism inherent in its very statement, is swept away 


“by the view which I have been urging. That view abolishes. 


the thing-in-itself in the Kantian sense; or, if the term is 
retained, it teaches that the reality of the thing is not the 
thing apart from knowledge, but the thing conceived as 
completely known, the thing as it would appear in its com- 


"plete setting to a perfect intelligence. Mind is thus,no more _ 
condemned, as it were, to circle round the circuraference | 


of the real world, put off with outside shows, and unable 


to penetrate to its essential core. Mund is set in the heart 


of the world; it is itself the centre in which the essential 
nature of the whole reveals itself. 


So far we have treated the question of man’s organic 


‘relation to the world with almost exclusive reference to 


his cognitive experience of the external world. That isco 
- the connexion in which the question arises in modern _ . 
a philosophy, and it had to be first disposed of, for the reason 





_ stated at the beginning of the last lecture. If man’s knowl- a 


edge, I said, does not. put him in touch with reality, how Maat 
ean his ideals be supposed to furnish a clue? Inthe con- 
eluding pages of the lecture we applied the principle OF oe 
8 organic relation to the aesthetic aspects of our experience. he 
But it is, as we have sten throughout, between man’s nature 
as an ethical being and what is taken to be the completely 
ee -non-moral nature of the world from which’ “he springs, that". 
the cleavage, the apparent break of continuity, has usually 
been most keenly felt. oT have already. referred to Huxley ae : 


: passionate indictment of | ‘cosmic nature’ as. not t only ‘nO. 
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: schoo! of virtue but the headquarters of the’ enemy of 


ethical nature ’. Man is thus, in his moral nature, so far _ 
from being organic to the universe that, in such a view, his: 
noblest qualities are a reversal of all its ways. Man iS ats, 





odds with the cosmos: it is oper war between thent. | ‘Let’ 
us understand, once for all, that the ethical progress of | 
_ society depends not on imitating the cosmic. process, , still 
less in running away from it, but in combating it.’ With | 


this characteristic call to arms: the deeply-felt address ne > 
ios concludes.* se 


A iailane sense of dualism, and even fo conflict, between 


- ethical man and cosmic nature underlies the Religion Sh oe Pl 3 


Humanity as formulated by Comte. In this respect the 


: _ - Religion of Humanity is one of the mc&t characteristic prod- 
ucts of the nineteenth century. It is an ethical and 
religious idealism of a lofty type; but it is an idealism 





—mangqué—an idealism truncated and imperfect—because 
infected by the agnostic relativism which we have seen to 
_ be characteristic of the period. There are many parallels 
between Comte and Kant, both in the positive and the 
negative aspects of their work, although Contte knew his. 
_ German predecessor only at second-hand and reached his — 
- own conclusions independently. To both the moral is the 


foundation of intrinsic value, and both make the moral oa 
development of mankind the central point of reference in 


their systems. And, again, the doctrine of the phenome- & 
~ nality or relativity of knowledge drives a wedge deep into. oe. ty 


the philosophy of both. If Kant in some degree extricates 


himself from his dualism, or at least shows others a way 





| oe out, Comte’ S religious philosophy remains to the end, what oe ooo 4 : 
| : e He. explicitly designates it, ‘ subjective synthesis Te ‘ ee 
synthesis. of Humanity, that is to say, which leaves. the a ea 
oe rest of the universe out of account. An attempt to disep- _ ake : 
ee apeee the true and the false. in Comte’s statement of fhe . here 
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philosophical and religious position will prove, I think, as 
- instructive a method as we could adopt of carrying our own 


— of the position to which the preceding lectures have been 
leading up. There is, besides, so much that is true and 
valuable in Comte’s ideas that I am not unwilling to dwell 
for a little on a system of thought which has perhaps been — 
treated by constructive thinkers in this equa too exclu 3 
sively 4 in its negative aspects. : 
- The negative element in Comte’s philosophy connects 
itself with his famous ‘law of the three stages’ of human | 
thought. Man begins by explaining events as the results 
of volitions like his own; this is the theological stage of | 
thought, leading from Fetishism through Polytheism to 
Monotheism. When the insight into the uniformity of 
- nature’s processes makes the resort to interfering wills un- _ 
meaning, theology is supplanted by metaphysics, which — 
finds the causal explanation of events in essences or powers, _ 
conceived as real entities behind and separate from the — 


difficult to understand. how such pure abstractions came to 


argument to its conclusion and illuminating the nature 





_ phenomena which they dominate. Such an essence, power, 
or faculty, is so manifestly just the duplicate of the phe- 
nomenon which it is invoked to explain, that it might be S 





ee be substantiated, TE. we did not remember that the meta- Bo a 
_. physical stage was preceded by the theological. The ticoFos4 


essence is the ghost or residuum of the spirit. which was” Ss 










formerly believed | to. control the fact. As Mill: puts” it, 











: Auguste Co omte and Positivism, p P. 18 


the: realization of abstractions was not the embodiment SON a 
of a word, but the gradual disembodiment of a fetish’. ge 
The metaphysical stagé is thus essentially transitional and eg 
yields place in the fullness. of time to the third, the poste 
_tive or purely scientific stage. Here thought gives. up the 30. 

search after transcendent causes, and limits itself ‘to. in- sae 
NestipAtine,. the laws of, phenomena, that is to  8ays ‘the ne 
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Be relations Of Psenblence. ‘co-existence and sequence which | 
| obtain between different natural facts. Such a knowledge | 
enables us to foresee the course of phenomena : voir pour — 
_ prévoir is the motto of. science. Foresight means the possi- 
bility of controlling the course éf phenomena or, at least, 
of adapting our conduct to what we cannot change. And, — 
“as Comte. strongly holds, science realizes its true function 
- in the service of human life. With the spread of the positive — 
Or truly scientific spirit, theological and metaphysical debates - 
will die a natural death, without the need of any explicit. 
_ demonstration of the unreality of the conceptions on which 
they are based. 2 — 
It is a fundamental tenet, tigtcione: of the Positivist | 
- philosophy that our knowledge is only of phenomena and 
_ their laevs. Comte also uses the term relative to describe 
the nature of his position, referring with approbation to 
-Kant’s distinction of the subjective and objective elements 
- in knowledge. Although we can eliminate the subjective © 
oe peculiarities which belong to us as individuals, we cannot 
_ rise above the subjectivity which is common to our species oe 
as a whole; and, accordingly, ‘ our conceptions can never 
attain to a pure objectivity. It is therefore as impossible — 
as it is useless to determine exactly the respective contri- 
ae ~ butions, of the internal and the external in He procuetion ! 
. of 9 knowledge. vo 
- The criticism which I sould offer. of this position iS ine 
AL sum; that it conveys a false idea of what metaphysics con- 
sists in, and that it depends itself upon the falseidea which 
Aa ‘repudiates. Comte adopts the view of the ordinary 
empiricist that the metaphysician 6r the transcendental = 
oa et philosopher is ceaselessly employed in the quest or elabora- oe 
coe ton of: transcendent noumena, which are really duplicates 
ef the facts to be explained. There have been, doubtless, leet et 
“historical: ‘examples of such a ‘procedure—to be treated | as eS 

















oe : . a * Posi sitive a Bolity vol. i D. 0 » Caglish translation). 
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- Gan of warning—but it is ludicrous to attribute it to 
the greater philosophers. Metaphysics i is simply the attempt 


| to think things out—to exhibit the relation of the facts to 


one another and thereby to reduce them finally to a coherent 

| system. To do this is toedisclose the informing principle - 
of the whole. Certainly, whatever may be true of the past, 
idealistic philosophy since Kant has been mainly engaged. 
in exploding the notion on which Comte proceeds, that the — 


phenomenon. and the noumenon’ are two separate facts, or 


. that. the ‘teality is something apart and different from | 
its appearances. I have said that Comte proceeds on this 


man notion because, although he dismisses as false the explana- 
tions which he takes to be proffered by the metaphysician, - 
and himself abandoris the metaphysical quest, it is appar- 


ently because of the impotence of our faculties that,he does | 
so, and not on account of the falsity inherent in such a 
statement of the philosophical problem. He speaks of the 
‘insolubility’’ of the question much in the style of Kant, 


and his characterization of our knowledge as ‘only of 
- phenomena’ seems to rest on similar grounds. Otherwise 
why the régretful ‘only’? ‘For the assertion that we 
know only phenomena,’ says Caird,’ ‘has no meaning 
| except in reference fo the doctrine that there are, or can age 


i: by us be conceived to be, things im themselves, i. e. things er ee 





unrelated to thought; and that while we know them to 


exist, we ees know what they are. Now this dog is ee 


ae in its most abatiaet and irrational’ ae TE is a 


residuum of bad metaphysics, which by a natural, nemesis 
geems.almost invariabfy to haunt the minds of those writers a 


who think they have renounced metaphysics altogether.’ s 


‘The: misconceptions involved i in the imputation of relativity . s vs ie 
-— deave been sufficiently. dealt with in the preceding lecture. a 








Perea the ‘quaint | idea. O84 “apportioning exactly. the | : 
ae & ‘The @ Social Philosophy o a C omte, B Tal. po eee 
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a respective contribitions of. the. Gaieraal and the external aa 
_ in the production of knowledge’ derives any plausibility 


it possesses from the conception of the knowing subject 
as entirely outside the world he seeks to know. To this 
original denial of an organic relation between man and the 


rest of the cosmos are traceable, we shall find, the charac- 


teristic features of Comte’s social and religious doctrines. 


But Tet us first. consider the truths which these doctrines: ee a 


contain. | | 
Comte is Strongly impressed by the central fancion or : 
religion i in human experience. Religion, he says,’ embraces. 

the whole of our existence, and the history of religion re- 
. sumes the entire history of human development. In religion © 


_ man attains harmony of life through recognition of his 


: ~ dependence on a Power which sustains and encompasses 

‘his life—a Being whom he can worship and love, as the 
source and embodiment of all that is adorable, and as the 
sustaining providence to which he owes every good that he 
enjoys. We must love the Power to which we submit; 
otherwise there is nothing religious in our submission, 


. nothing but resignation to a fatality. Further, Comte 


tightly holds that only in the moral affections are there 


_ revealed to us qualities to which we cag bow in worship and 
in love. The external world, regarded by itself and in its 


_ merely mechanical aspects, possesses, as we have seen, no ~ 
intrinsic value. Taken in abstraction, as Comte takes it, 
it is, indeed, just what he calls it, a fatality with which we | 


ere have to make our account; but in nowise a Power moving _ ia 








us either to gratitude or to worship. Size counts for nothing — aoe 


~ Gn such an estimate. It is the insight*of religion and of the | 


a _ deepest philosophy that size has nothing to do with true eet 
greatness. -Pagcal’s ‘ thinking reed’ is greater in death — eee 


a _ than: the universe which overwhelms him. —Comtes: 2 ae ge 
oe Religion of Humanity has the same thought at its root. os er, 


ae nae * Positive Polity, v vol. ii, De 119. 
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Mr. Frederic Harrison finely illustrates it: ‘The man who 


reviles Humanity on the ground of its small place in the 
scale of the Universe is the kind of man who sneers at. 


patriotism and sees nothing great in England, on the ground 
that our island holds so small a place in the map of the 
world. On the atlas England is but a dot. Morally and 
apiretaly, our Fatherland is our glory, our cradle and our 


grave.’ | , 


Comte has no ‘difficulty in Segite that the eae | 
man, alike in his intelligence, his activities and his affec- 


tions, is the creature and the ergan of the race to which 
he belongs. The language he speaks, the intellectual tools 
he uses, the moral qualities of self-restraint, co-operation 


and mutual affection, all come to him as a heritage from _ 
the past. Quite as much as the material appliarces of . 
- civilization which soften and humanize his lot, raising him _ 
above the grim struggle with external nature, they repre- _ 
sent the collective labours of unrecorded generations since 
the dim dawn of human history. Thus the very tissue of 
his fife is woven for him by the collective activities of the — | 
_ tace, which’ Comte conceives as one great Organism or 
living Being, whose existence is continuous throughout eee 
time, and which contains, at least in a mystical sense, HS cite : 
dead as well as its living and its still unborn members in ae 
one great fellowship.” In other organisms, Comte proceeds, 
s the: parts have no existence when severed from the whole, | 


i , | 





_ but this greatest of all organisms is made up of lives which 
oo ean: really, be separated. Humanity would cease, he sayse 0 re 


af) be. superior to other beings: were. it , possible for her ae 


+ : Creed of a ne p. ob 


mae a ** This mighty Being whose fife endres through aft ame. and who: is 
es formed of the dead far more than of the living’ (General View of Posi- 
ee _ titism, Dp. 235, Bridges’ translation). ~The present is butaspanorasec- 
__ tion between the past and the future. It ‘can only be proper ly conceived 
- by the aid of the two extremes s which it unites and oe: Positive: eee 







Polity, ee ii, PB. ee 
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elements to become inseparable. Independence is neces- 
sary as well as harmony or co-operation; but the difficulty 


of reconciling them is so great as to account at once for 


the slowness with which this highest of all organisms 
has been developed." We must not, however, in speaking 
thus of independence, lapse from the organic pom of 


_ view; for Comte immediately reminds us that ‘man as_ 


-an individual cannot properly be said to exist except in 
the exaggerated abstractions of modern metaphysicians. 


_ Existence in the true sense can be predicated only of 


Humanity; although the complexity of her nature pre- 
vented men from forming a systematic conception of it 
until the ‘hecessary stages of scientific initiation had been 
passed? : 

Hugaanity, therefore, becomes for the individual the 
object of religious adoration, the Great Being towards which 
every aspect of his life is directed. ‘Our thoughts will be 
devoted to the knowledge of Humanity, our affections to her 
love, our actions to her service.’ Humanity is the Provi- 


_ dence which mediates between its members and the system 
of external necessity which forms our environthent, turning 


its very fatality into a means of moral development and self- 


perfection. To Humanity, thereforg, is due the gratitude 
for all the benefits for which, in the past, men have mis- 


takenly poured out their thanks to an abstraction of their 


own invention. Unlike the Supreme Being of the old — 


: religions, Humanity is an object of worship whose existence 
is patent and indubitable, whose nature and the laws of. 


whose existence we know—a Being, moreover, whom we 


can actively serve and really benefit. | ‘The beneficial and 
-moralizing influence of the old theology i in its day and gen- a 


me eration Comte ‘willingly acknowledges, especially mentioning a ee ae 
oe the Christian doctrine of the Incarnation and the worship > 
. ee the Mirein., ‘But its function | was, in his: view, jamerely ne, 


+ General, | View, P. 246, 
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transitional and preparatory—‘ to direct provisionally the 
evolution of our best feelings under the regency of God 
during the long minority of Humanity.’* ‘ Monotheism in 
W estern Europe is now as obsolete and as injurious as _ 
| Polytheism was fifteen centuries ago... . Thesole effect of — 
its doctrine is to degrade the affections by unlimited desires, 
-andeto weaken the character by servile terrors.’ Humanity | 
is not omnipotent, and therefore we do not expect from it 
the impossible. ‘We know well that the great Organism, 
superior though it be to all beings known to us, is yet under 
the dominion of inscrutable lawé, and is in no respect either 
absolutely perfect or absolutely secure from danger.’ But 
just on that account religion does not exhaust itself in 
adoration ; it finds its actual expression in the active service 
of Humanity. Immutable omnipotence had no ted of 
human services, but Humanity, ‘the most vital of all 
living beings known to us, lives and grows only through the 
unceasing efforts of its members.’ Humanity isso far from 
being perfect that ‘we study her natural defects with care, 





in order to remedy them as far as possible. Thus the love oa 


we bear her calls for no degrading expressions of adulation, 


but it inspires us with unremitting zeal for moral improve- | 


_ ment.’ To the Positévist, therefore, ‘life becomes a ‘COn- ; 
tinuous act of worship, performed under the inspiration of 


ek, universal Love. All our thoughts, feelings and actions flow - 






_. spontaneously towards a common centre in Humanity, one 


_ Supreme Being—a Being who is real, accessible and sympa- oo 


thetic, because she is of the same nature as her worshippers.’ S. 





uF The history of the long travail of Humanity, : her constant 


ae a stenggie against painful fatalities which have at last become, : 








- * Quoted by Caird, op. cit., D. 32. Cf. Swinburne 5 H ertha: 
: i that saw where ye trod | . 
The dim paths of the night, 
: Set the shadow called God 
ein your skies to give light; 





oe 4 Bat the morning oF manhood i is risen, pand the Sort soul i is in n sight eee 





ee 
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a source of. happiness and greatness, the history of the 
advance of man from. brutal appetite to pure unselfish 
sympathy, is an endless theme for the ‘poetry of the 
future.’ Positivism offers us ‘a religion clothed in 


all the ie of Art and yet hever inconsistent with : 


_ Science’. 7 
Such are Comte’s claims for the new faith of which is his 
ree years he constituted himself the high-priest. One 
valuable truth in the philosophical groundwork—a truth _ 
not peculiar to Comte, though he had an important influence — 
in impressing it on podem theuehe=is the repudiation of © 
the abstract individualism of the eighteenth century, and 
the insistence on the concrete reality of humanity as a uni-— 
versal life in which individual men are sharers. Individual 


man isean abstraction of the metaphysicians, Comte tells us; 


he cannot properly be said to exist, if severed from the com- 
munity of this larger life. Now we are all of us Nominalists 


in our ordinary moods, and too apt to ridicule such a state- 


ment as a piece of fantastic mysticism. Accordingly, it is 
a common criticism of Comte that he sets up an abstraction 


for us to worship. But it is perhaps not too much to 

say that, by such a line of criticism, we cut ourselves off 

from religion altogether, and, with seligion, from sound 
_ philosophy. The mystical union of the worshipper with his 
- God is a cardinal article of religious faith. If humanity, 


as a universal, is to be dismissed as an abstraction, may 
not God, the supreme universal, succumb to a similar 

Uiaaae: os 
Before taking up this Philistine attitude, let us apply the 

‘same test to the narrower case of pétriotism,” whose more — 


vivid” associations may perhaps nee us to appreciate. the 


af The: passages ecacita are all taken from the eoueueme. chapter of tte | es 


General View of Positivism. 


. * This paragraph was written two years” before the war, and I ee ‘ 
a _ thought: it best to let it stand | exactly as it was spoken. ee 


















Shakespeare's s famous apostrophe to England: 


This happy breed of men, this little world, 
This precious stone set in the silver sea. . . 
This blessed Pe this earth, this realm, this England, 


Or Browning’ s ‘Home-Thoughts, from the Sea’ 


| Noply, nobly C ape Saint Vincent to the ee died 
away; 


In the dimmest north-east distance dawned Gibraltar grand 
and gray; 

England ? ’—say, 

pray, 


While Jove’s planet rises s yonder, silent over Afric 
Or these lines of a younger poet: 


Never the lotus closes, never the wild-fowl wake, 


land’s sake. 


unity in the middle of last century? ‘Italy’, Mazzini said, 





detachment and personal destiny. _ 
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reality ‘of the larger and more passionless tne Take 


: | Sunset ran, one eloriots blood-red, oiiae into Cadiz Bay; 
- Bluish ’mid the burning water, full in aS Trafalgar lay; 


“Here and here did ‘England help 1 mie: how can I help 


Whoso turns as I, this evening, turn to God to praise and | 


But a soul goes out on the East Wind that died for Eng-- 


_Is England, then, an alistraction “Was fate an -alistyaic: | 
tion to the Italian patriots who fought for her. freedom and 


“is itself a religion.’ «Was Israel an abstraction to. the pious. . ; 
gee” ewe > Nay, we know that he thought and spoke of Israel | 

_ in the very terms which Comte applies to Humanity, as the 
ee great Being to whom the promises of Jehovah are made and 
in whom his purposes are fulfilled. He himself will be 

eee gathered to his fathers, but Israel, ‘ the servant of the Lord, . 
enjoys an age-long life. Ancient Israel i is, in this respect, yas 
Pate only the best-known eXample—touched to the finest i issiies—— Sf 
OOF a. familiar historical fact. The individual, it has. been vie 
said, isa late product of evolution. -Atan earlier stage he iss. 
 hargely merged i in the tribal life; he does not round himself oo 
to a separate. whole, with the modern sense of individual oe 
He acts as s the organ, of Pe 
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vi THE ANALOGY OF PATRIOTISM ~— 143. 
a larger life in which he is content to be, and apart from 
-.. Which he makes no personal claims. The growth of indi- 
-".. vidual self-consciousness undoubtedly marks an advance. 
: . '*. As Comte rightly points out, it is a mark of the perfection 
“cc of the greatest of all organisms that the parts of which it 
~~." consists are living beings which have an existence for them- 
selves. But however far such development may go, it ean 
~~" never mean that the individuals detach themselves alto- 
= _ gether from the nation or the race, and cease to be channels — 
of the cor porate life which makes them men. They cannot 
oe place themselves outside the {little world’ of man and con- 
tinue to exist, any more than they can take up an inde-— 
pendent station outside the universe of which they are the 
ye product and the organ. 
- Mayewe, not also explain by the gala of patriotism 
| - Comte’s idealization of Humanity? How can we worship 
(it is often said), or even reverence and love, a Being with 
mem | such a history—a Being, great masses of whose members 
offer, even now, such a spectacle of pettiness and folly, of 
grossness, baseness and all manner of wickedness? Alas, 
is it not the same when we turn our thoughts from the 
_-patriot’s ‘England’ to our countrymen in the flesh? How 
gs much that is vulgar and mean and wicious. crowds with 
pain and shame upon the mind! Yet, though we may be 
_ chastened and humbled—and inspired, as Comte also says, 
_ with zeal to make these things better—the features of our 
~ ideal are not blurred. Ideal England still stands before us 
Sas. supremely real, the just object of our unstinted devotion, © 
sacred to us as a heritage from all the brave and good who Cee 
os have laboured in her service, a fabric strong. enough to bear, 
and, as it were, to redeem or transmute, the weakness and 
the evil which mfngle with all human things. Ina spiritual © ok 
organism the evil is thrown off and perishes ; the good only* | 
remains and is incorporated, to become the substance of the ae eee 
future. ‘So, with Comte, itis Humanity in its ideal ce that 
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is offered for our ‘worship—Humanity unned ot its own 
~ dross, militant, indeed, not perfect, but triumphant over the ~ 
baser elements in its constitution, transforming obstacles — 
into stepping-stones of progress and replacing the life of 
selfish struggle by one @f universal sympathy and mutual 
help. And it is plain, as Seeley says, that ‘the worship of 
Humanity belongs to the very essence of Christianity itself, 


and only becomes heretical in the modern system by being _ ne 


separated from the worship of Deity’.* As Blake puts it, — | 
with a kind of divine simplicity, in his Songs of Innocence: 


For Mercy, Pity,ePeace and Love 
Is God our Father dear, 
And Mercy, Pity, Peace and Love 
Is Man Flis child and care. 


For Mercy has a human heart, = 
Pity a human face, 

And Love the human form divine, 
And Peace the human dress. 


_ The Religion of Humanity does, indeed, emphasize - 
_ elements which are essential in the Christian view of God | 
and the world, but. which have often been neutralized, - 
especially in theological systems, by the predominance of 





the old. monarchical idea of God, conceived, in William — . 
James's - happy phrase, as ‘a -sort of Louis XIV of a 


the heavens’. But, presented as Comte presents it, as a i 
substitute for the worship of God, the worship of a. finite... 
Being, however great, offers insuperable philosophical diffie oo: 


culties, “Most people will think, with Hoffding, ‘ that the 











ae teligious problem proper only begins where Comte’s religion > 
ends, viz. with the qu@stion as to how the development of the 
world | is related to that of the ‘human race and the human _ 
ideal’? It is time to return, therefore, to consider the oA 


ng. 


subjectivity of the Positivist sonthesis 


ree Natural Religion; p. 7, ( second d edition), 
ie : History. OEM odern Philoso; yp ie - 359 ‘cena transi). 





vit A SUBJECTIVE SYNTHESIS agg 
To judge from his own language, Comte appears to con- 
_ sider the subjective and relative character of his synthesis 
a merit rather than a defect. But to fail of the objective | 
and the absolute, while it may doubtless be inevitable, | 
must certainly, just to the exterit of the failure, be pro- 
nounced a defect. Comte’s attitude, therefore, can only be 
held as meaning that, since, in his view, objective knoywl-— 
- edge is unattainable e, it is better to rest satisfied with a 
result which honestly proclaims itself subjective than to | 

pretend to a final synthesis which is beyond our powers. © 

The peculiarity of Comte’s’ scheme, however, is that it 
_ entirely depends on treating Humanity as a self-contained 
and self-creative being—a kind of finite Absolute—which 
evolves all its properties, and engineers ‘all its advance, out 
od the gesources of its own nature. Hence it comes that at 
the end he crowns it as God in a godless world. Comte, 
of course, does not fail to recognize that Humanity is not 
literally self-contained, but develops in a ‘medium’ or 
environment furnished by the external or physical world. 


_. Indeed he lays stress on the fact that his synthesis ‘ rests 
at every point upon the unchangeable order of the world’, 





as revealed by science; he calls this the objective basis of 
- his synthesis. It is the function of intellect to discover the 
laws of this universal order, teaching us how to modify the 


course ot phenomena when that is possible, or, when that = 
ig not the case, to adapt ourselves to an inevitable necessity. 
And the social education of the race depends also, as he 


| _ shows,? upon the ever-present consciousness of thisexternal = 
_ power. and the coercions of its unchanging laws. But, in| oo 

__ spite of the dependence thus acknowledged, he still proceeds, ee 
in building up his theory, as if there were no organic relation 


a between man antl the world which gives him birth. ‘ BR — 
ternal fatality ’ is the phrase he most commonly uses ‘of thea 
= non-human world : it appears in the light of a hostile power 





oe -* General View, 19. Se bid, p. 253. 
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| with which fumanity: is in conflict, rather than as an integral 


element in the single universe which we have to explain. In 
spite of his instructive classification of the sciences and 


his polemic against the ‘materialism’, as he calls it, which 

seeks to reduce the highet to the lower, Comte’s deification 
_ of Humanity really depends on the same practical severance 
-ofman from nature and the acceptance of the latter as a 
self-contained system of physical necessity. The difference 
is that, whereas materialism treats man as an evanescent 


product of cosmic nature, the idealist in Comte celebrates in 


Humanity the only object of, religious reverence and love, 


and nature tends with him to take a secondary place. It — 
is a necessary condition of the existence and evolution of. = 
humanity, but it is ultimately an +, a thing-in-itself, of < 


whose real nature we know nothing. We cannot penetrate, 


he says, ‘the unattainable mystery of the essential cause 


that produces phenomena ’;? and having once accepted the 


false distinction between phenomena and essential causes, 
Comte feels himself precluded from any attempt to construe 
nature and man as elements in one system of reality. Itis 

‘metaphysical ’, ’, in his view, to relate nature and man in that — 


way to a common principle, although it is apparently not 


metaphysical, but qommendably positive and scientific, to 


: unify the dispersive multiplicity of human phenomena i in the 
* fonervon of a single Life. 
But; it 1s impossible to rest in a merely sibjéctive syn- 


nee thesis. In. reality Comte, in the natural progress of his 
thought, is led to bring the world of nature more and more ~ 

within the scope of his system, and so to remove the dualism 

_ which makes the elevation of the human equivalent to the 

_ banishment of the divine. Professor Edward Caird has” 

— oh pointed out very clearly the « crossing of tw6 opposite lines oi" 
pathonght in Comte’s philosophy. It was largely in a justifi- 

able reaction against a shallow, sentimental optimism and an sy 


a bid p. He 
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external teleology that Comte originally represented Nature 
as a hostile, or at least indifferent power, from which every 
gift has to be wrung by man’s own labour and fertility 
‘of device. Man has had to constitute himself his own 
Providence. But, on the other hand, all through the Poli. 


tique positive Comte is found insisting ‘ that the influence of 


an external limiting fatality, which forces upon man the stir- 


render of his natural self-will was the necessary condition 


of the development of all his higher powers of intelligence — 
and heart’.* It is not only the intellectual powers that are 
first called into action by tle practical necessities of the 


struggle with nature; the same struggle imposes on him the 


with his fellows. It thus becomes the fostering nurse of the 


able habitually to secure that personality * should be sub- 


_ ordinated to sociality.’ From this point of view, Caird 


justly comments, the external fatality ‘can no longer be 


called unfriendly, or even indifferent to man; or, rather, its 
- immediate appearance as his enemy is the condition of its 
ee being, in a higher sense, his friend’. 


discipline of labour, and teaches him the steed of co-operation 


_ altruisti® affections which otherwise would never make way — 
against man’s native egoism. ‘ But assisted by the supreme 
fatality [these are Comte’s own words] universal love is | 


Comte’s thought here is the same as ‘Kant’s in the little 





tbeatise. Idee gu emer allgemeinen Geschichte, which, as I 

- mentioned before, led some of the German pessimists to 

claim him as an adherent of their doctrine. But the pessi- 

~ mism is only on the surface, for Kant teaches that nature, 

meee if a niggardly stepmother as regards man’ s immediate hap- 

_ piness, is the power that converts ‘nim into a moral being — 

oh — and drives him on to all his higher attainments. Comte’s 
statements in the : same sense are numerous and ee os 


2 Caird, Social Philosophy of Comte, p _ 140. | re Ee 
ot oe Comte uses this phrase to dente the selfish, as opposed to ‘the Le aes 
oe os social, impulses. se 8 oe 

ve * This was the ae one of Kant’ S s writings which Comte knew at first | 




































(148 — THE RELIGION OF HUMANITY Lect. 
“We have to consider the exceeding imperfection of 
our nature. ‘Self-love is deeply implanted within it, and 
when left to itself is far stronger than social sympathy. 
- The social instincts would never gain the mastery, were 
they not sustained and called into exercise by the economy 
of the external world. . . . Thus it is that a systematic 
study of the laws of nature is needed on far higher 
| grounds than those of satisfying our theoretical faculties, 
It is needed because it solves at once the most diffi- 
: cult problem of the moral synthesis. . . . Our synthesis 
rests at a) point upon the unchangeable order of the 
world. . .. To form a more precise notion of its influ- 
ence, let us imagine that for a moment it were really to 
cease. The result would be that our intellectual faculties, 
after wasting themselves in wild extravagances, would. 
sink rapidly into incurable sloth; our nobler feelings would © 
be unable to prevent the ascendancy of the lower instincts; 
Poe and our active powers would abandon themselves to pur- 
4. poseless agitation. . . . In some departments this order — 
has the character of fate; that is, it admits of no modifica- _ 


to it which have arisen from intellectual pride, it is neces- 
sary for the proper regulation of human life. Suppose, 


rendered impossitle by the license which each individual 


_ tracting impulses his nature might incline him. Our _ 
_ propensities are so heterogeneous | and so- deficient in 
elevation that there would be no fixity or consistency in _ 
our conduct, but for these insurmountable conditions. .. . 


Se _Rereopaen, whether F social ¢ or individual.” ae 


it, and said that, if he had known it six or seven years earlier, it would | 
have saved him the trouble of writing his treatises of 1820 and 1822. 
General View, pp. 16-20. | 
eral “ T peor’ A Reign) | 









tion. But even here, in spite of the superficial objections ee 


for instance, that man were exempt.from the necessity of 
living on the earth, and were free to pass at will from one fa 
planet to another, the very notion of society would be ~ 


would have to. give way to whatever unsettling and. dis~ “ioc 


it. Supposing us in possession of that absolute independence a 
to which metaphysical pride aspires, it is certain that so. 
far from improvin$ our condition, it would be a bar to all ae 


ae band. le was “sepniieed, for hee by a ‘eriend3 in 1 1824. He greatly adiviced | ie 


Ci. Es ositive eee vol. ii, yD. 25 8 4 (Gen ee 


vin COMTE'’S FINAL TRINITY te LE Pag 
It would really be difficult to put the organic relation of 
nature to man more strongly; the external fatality has 
become a beneficent necessity. And in his later elaboration 
of the Religion of Humanity he goes so far in retracting the 
dualism of nature and man as to add Space and the Earth 
to Humanity as objects of worship. ‘The Cultus of Space 
and of the Earth, completing that of Humanity, makes. us — 
ie see in all that surrounds us the free auxiliaries of Humanity.’ 
: ‘The world-space as the Great Medium, the Earth as the. 
Le Great Fetish, and Humanity as the Great Being to which — 
_ they are subsidiary, form the fantastic Trinity with which — 
_ the new religion concludes. Space is the medium in which the 
earth has shaped itself; the earth or she great fetish has 
abstained from exerting its colossal and elementary forces, 
ahd haesacrificed itself in its longing that the ‘ Great Being’, 
in which the highest perfection apEeat: in the most concen- 
trated form, may develop. 

- But, with Comte’s presuppositions, this can be no more 
than a conscious appeal to poetry to cover with its flowers 
the cold reality of the situation. Comte says, indeed, that, — 

just because Positivism has so completely. emancipated. 
itself from the old theological and metaphysical ways of | 
es looking at the world, it may safely adopt in imagination, that 
is to say, in art and religion, this primitive fetishistic view. 
of nature ‘ without any danger of confusion between the two | 
ae distinct methods of thinking, which it consecrates, the one 
to reality and the other to ideality’! He ends thus, like | 
sae Lange, with a flight from reality into the shadow-land of 
"poetic fancy. But, in Comte’s case, the imaginative effort = __ 
is still more consciously make-believe’ it hardly makes any 
eo elaim on our serious belief. It is significant only asa final | 
admission of the impossibility of resting, either philosophic 
‘ally. oF religiously, in a merely subjective synthesis. ig ee 
s Caird says, commenting on the passage last quoted," we 
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worship of fictions, seuiecced as stich is impossible. Art, 


indeed, is kindred with Religion, but that means only that 
Art is untrue to the immediate appearances of things, in 
order that it may suggest the deeper reality that underlies. 
them’ And, after all, the Great Medium and the Great. 


Fetish have little about them of the genuine intuitions of 
Art. If Comte had followed out his own correlation of 


nature and man toa serious conclusion, he would have found — 


the true ‘medium’ of ten: s life in God, ‘that Power 
which alone is great’. 


But to accept this view weuld have meant the disap- 


pearance of Positivism as a distinctive doctrine, for it would 


have involved a repision of the mistaken phenomenalism~ 
on which it is based. Such revision and reconstruction © 


was not to be looked for from the founder an& higlf- 
priest of the new religion. The progress we find is in the 


opposite direction. The subjective and relative character 
of the synthesis is emphasized by the strict subordination | 
of knowledge to the moral ends of Humanity, or, in Comte’s _ 


own phrase, the subordination of the intellect to the heart. 


‘L’esprit doit étre le ministre du cceur.’ This is as essential = 
a feature of Positivism, says Dr. Bridges,’ as the subordina- 
tion of egoism to altruism; and it means for Comte, ‘ that 
the intellect should devote itself exclusively to the problems : 
which the heart. suggests, the ultimate object being to find 
. proper satisfaction for our various wants... . Theuniverse 
is to be studied not for its own sake but for the sake of man | 
or rather of Humanity. ’® Tt is idle, and indeed i injurious,’ 
we read again, ‘to carry the study | of the natural order’ ee 
See te beyond. the point: needed for the work of the artificial order | , 
oe constructed by mane * _ This short-sighted limitation of ; 


we “PReanpeon ‘ God aad the Uiiverse . | | 
 * Unity of C ontte’s Life and Doctrine, 1 Pp 2 (poplar eition, 1910). 
"General View, pp. 14, 26. | 
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scientific i inquiry to what can be shown to be of seeiat utility 
became a fixed article of Comte’s creed, and forms one of — 
the most dangerous articles of the new religion. Even in his 
earlier work, the Philosophie positive, he had condemned 
sidereal astronomy as a grave scientific aberration, on the 
ground that the phenomena of the stellar universe appear 


_. to exert no appreciable influence on events within our selar 











system. Ten years later, in the first volume of the Postttwve 
Pohty, he was no longer content thus to limit astronomy to 
a knowledge of the solar system. It should restrict itself 
‘to a knowledge of the earth,,and consider the other celestial - 
bodies only in their relation to the human planet. No 
doubt the ancients were deceived in believing the earth to 
be the centre of the world; but it is the centre of our world, 
- @nd aezordingly the subjective synthesis ‘concentrates the 
celestial studies round the earth’. By the time he had 

reached the fourth volume of the Positive Polity, he was of 
opinion that, strictly speaking, the study of the sun and 
moon would suffice, although we might add to them, if so 
inclined, the planets of the ancients, but not the ‘ little tele- 
scopic planets’ due to modern discovery.’ This is only an 
example of the lengths which he was prepared to go. No 
science, he thought, should be carried further as an abstract 
- study than is necessary to lay the foundation for the science 
next above it in the hierarchy of the sciences, and so ulti- 
mately for the moral and social science in which they 
culminate. Any further extension of the mathematical and | 
_ physical sciences should be merely ‘ episodic ’—limited, that 
is to say, to what may from time to time be demanded by | 
the requirements of industry and the arts—and should be 


left to the industrial classes. It was, in fact, to be one of the — 


- main functions ‘of the spiritual power, or the priesthood. of | 
the new religion, to restrain the intellectual acy of the 


“3 In the sixth volume: 
? (CE Levy Bruhl, Philosophy of Auguste Comte, Pp. 15072, 
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- community from wandering at large in the fields of useless 
knowledge. Comte says somewhere that the Religion of 
Humanity will keep as jealous a watch as mediaeval Ca- 
tholicism over the rovings of the intellect. 

This is not the place to enlarge on the short-sightedness 
of this incredibly narrow utilitarian view of knowledge— 
condemned, even from the utilitarian point of view itself, by 

the impossibility of foreseeing what researches are destined 

to lead to valuable applications and what are not. How 
often have the abstrusest and apparently most purely specula- 
tive investigations, or, again, researches into phenomena of 
apparently the most trivial kind, resulted in transforming 
- our practical activitges or revolutionizing our intellectual 
~ outlook on the world! Bacon, who also subordinated knowl- 
edge to practice, knew that it is ‘light’ not ‘ fruit ‘ewhicl 
‘we must seek in the first instance. And while no man of 
science will undervalue the benefits which his discoveries 
may confer on his fellows, it is knowledge on its own ac- 
count which he first instinctively seeks; the rest, he feels, will 


be added, if his knowledge is true. Comte’s proposal to select 1a 

certain provinces as worth knowing and to leave others out 

of account, and to determine, moreover, with what degree of 
ae oe thoroughness the selected provinces are to be investigated, NS 











is so subversive of the primary faith both of science and — 





Sey : philosophy that it comes near reducing the idea of truth 
to one of subjective convenience. These things are cited 


7 : merely to show how the idea of stopping short with a sub- — ne 


oe jective synthesis, of taking man as a world by himself, ne 
involves an arbitrariness of treatment which subtly affects § 









fag am universe as a whole, 


- Comte’s whole method of procedure, and eventually makes 


ne him a traitor to the scientific spirit of which he had consti- oe 


ae tuted himself the champion. Thought, in whatever sphere, | 


. gannot stop short sO the idea of an n order. or system or ie oe : oes 





_LECTURE VIII 
POSITIVISM AND AGNOSTICISM | 


WE traced in the preceding lecture the conflict of ideas 
_ running through Comte’s speculations. What is character- 
istic in his philosophico- -religious theory, what gives him his 
distinctive place in the history of thought, is the sharp 
initial dualism between man and nature. This leads, in his 
theory of knowledge, to a pure phenomenalism or subjec- 
tivism, buttressed by a polemic againgt metaphysics which — 
depends upon the same ‘ residuum of bad metaphysics’ that 
ded Kant to his doctrine of the unknowable thing-in-itself. 


oh In his ethical and religious theory, it leads him to treat 





nature entirely as a mechanical system, an indifferent, if not 
a hostile power, which he therefore fitly describes as an ex- 
ternal fatality. For although man converts this fatality to 
his own uses, and makes its existence the instrument of his 
own advance in knowledge and goodness, this is represented — 
as entirely man’s own doing, making the best of an existing 
situation. Nature and man are not part of one scheme of 


things; nature is just, as it were, a brute fact with which 


man finds himself confronted. Hence man appears in the 


universe like a moral Melchizedek without ancestry, owing 


everything to himself, his own Providence, bringing into 
the universe for the first time the qualities which merit the © 


“8 attribute divine. And accordingly, the deification of man 


eee, ‘is equivalent to the dethronement of God. As Comte puts ss 
a it in a notable, if somewhat blustering paradox, the heavens , 

oe declare the glofy, not of God, but of Keplerand Newton. 
Now, if we look simply at the historical process, as trace: ee 


able in the evolution, say, of the solar system and of-out ae 
eS OWE planet, it is undoubtedly the case that in ‘the time- 
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sequence the authentic lineaments of the divine are recog- 
nizable for the first time in ethical man. And if we ignore 
the biological preparation and prefigurement—if we cut the 
- world in two with a hatchet, as the saying is, leaving ethical 
‘man on the one hand and an external fatality on the other— 
then man does seem the only source and seat of the qualities 
whith have a rightful claim upon our worship. But, when 
we try to think seriously, can we really suppose that before _ 
the planets cooled sufficiently to admit of organic life, the 
universe (and by universe I mean here the All of existence) 
consisted literally of nothing els€ but space and its inorganic 
contents, or that before the appearance of palaeolithic man 
the good and the befiutiful had no place in the nature of 
things. Surely these qualities are in their very nature 
eternal; they are not actually created by man, shap€d by 
him out of nothing, and added henceforth to the sum of 
existence. It is to take the time-process too seriously—it 
is to take it falsely—to regard its separate parts as equally _ 
: and nv eind ing real. Time, as Plato said in a fine figure, 





and. in "a gene it rata be said with truth that we ae -goren tetas 


- comprehend the timeless; our thinking must to the end be 


ae done, whether we will it or not, in terms of time. But we 


can at least see that time is a continuous process, and that — 


ae the nature of reality can only be revealed in the process as 
a whole. We must look to the end, as Aristotle said; or as) 
Hegel put it, the truth is the Whole, the: End plus the 7 
ae ‘process of its becoming. . 


vio Ttehas been the fundamental contention Vet these lectures 
ee that the isolation or substantiation of the earlier stages of 
a time-process is a radical error in philosophy. Continuity 
Of: process, J have urged, is not inconsistent with the emer- = 


. g@hce of qualitative differences; we pass from one plane of 
| experience to another. But the whole process. wears the Ace 





eo appearance. of a 2 progressive revelation, not of a sheer addi- ee 
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tion to the life of the universe. It is impossible to get away ~ 


from the conception of a natura rerum, whether we call it 


Nature, the Absolute, or God. And it seems impossible to 
apply in such a quarter the idea of actual progress or growth 
from less to more. I cannot believe that the feeling of this 
| impossibility i 1s no more than a metaphysical obsession in- 
herited, as M. Bergson appears to imply, from the philo- 
-sophical mistakes of the past. ‘Creative evolution’ is, I think, 
an eminently fruitful idea, if applied on the phenomenal | 


level to emphasize the living reality of the process, the idea 


of the future as something to be won by our own effort, the 
outcome of which is unforeseeable on the basis of any 
_ analysis of the past or the present. As against the ordinary 
idea of a predestinated course of things, and especially 
_ against the idea of a future fatally determined by the past, 

-M. Bergson seems to me to argue with convincing force; 
and this gives his pages such an extraordinary freshness— 
the freshness and the forward impulse of life itself. But 
the novelty is due, surely, to the inexhaustible nature of the 
fountain from which we draw, not to any inconceivable 
birth of something out of nothing. It all strikes one as a 
process of ‘communication ’—to use a phrase of Green’s— 
or, as I said already, of progressive rewelation. The novelty 
is like that of entering a new room in the Interpreter’s 

House, not of building out the universe into ‘the intense 
inane.’ It is novelty as it appears to us, in the time-process, 


s : but how can it be qualitatively new in ordine ad universum P. | rar 


How can anything come into being unless it is founded in ~ 
, the nature of things, that is, unless it eternally is? ge 
So that while in one sense it is true that we think to the 


: end i in terms of time, it is equally true that we cannot think 
any continuous process in time, we cannot think life or 


ie _ development (and, as Bergson says, it is only in the living — 


- being that we encounter time as a concrete reality) without. | i. 


i being: lifted: in a sense above time and bringing. in a the. 


























136  POSITIVISM- AND AGNOSTICISM tect. 
eternal. If we were really absolutely subject to time, in-_ 
| capable of transcending it, we should be imprisoned each 

of us as a single point of particularity in its own moment 

of time. We should be absolutely unchanging because we 
should be reduced to the abstraction of a bare point of ex- 
- istence. To think of time as a process is therefore, 1pso 
facto, to think of a reality which transcends time, and 

- whose nature is revealed in the process. The truth, once 

more, is the Whole. We cannot, as philosophers, rest in 
any principle of explanation short of that which we name. 
_ the Absolute or God. All experience might not unfitly be 
described, from the human side, as the quest of God— 
the progressive attempt, through living and knowing, to 
reach a true conception of the Power whose nature is re- 
vealed in all that is. Man, accordingly, does not step ou® 

side of this universal life when he develops the qualities of a 
moral being; the specifically human experiences cannot be 
taken as an excrescence on the universe or as a self-con-_ 
tained and underived world by themselves. Man is the child 
of nature, and it is on the basis of natural impulses and in 


commerce with the system of external things, that his ethi- ee 


cal being is built up. The characteristics of the ethical life 
Sof must be taken, therefore, as contributing to determine the ac. 
_ nature of the system in which we live. Nay, according to 3 


ce the interpretation we have put upon the principle of value a Se 


oe and. upon the evolutionary distinction between lower and 


oe = higher ranges of experience, the ethical predicates. must 
carry us nearer to a true definition of the ultimate Life in 


ee which we live than the categories which suffice to: describe, oe 


see for example, the environmental conditions of our existence. ease 
‘This fair universe’, says Carlyle, in the famous chapter i inc 








fe Sartor Resartus on Natural Supernaturalism, ‘ is in: very ee 


deed the star-domed city of God; through every star, 


through every grass-blade, and most ‘through every living ed 


Sou, the ‘Blory 9 of a present | God still beams.’ ane Man,’ ‘he: cd 
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quotes wecteee from Chrysostom, ‘ Man i is the true Sheki- 
nah ’—the visible presence, that is to say, of the divine. ‘We 
are far too apt to limit and mechanize the great doctrine of - 
the Incarnation which forms the centre of the Christian faith. 


Whatever else it may mean, it mens at least this—that in the 
conditions of the highest human life we have access, as no- 


where else, to the inmost nature of the divine. ‘God mani- 


fest in the flesh’ is a more profound philosophical truth than 
the loftiest flight of speculation that outsoars all predicates _ 
and, for the greater glory of God, declares Him unknowable. 
And this, we saw, was the central truth of the Religion of 

| Hagnanity to which it owes what vitality it possesses. It 
was one of Comte’s boasts that the new God of his religion, 
as contrasted with the abstract deities of theology or meta- 
#hysics, was positive, verifiable like a scientific fact, an 
object which one could, as it were, directly see and touch. 
But it is only so far as he presses the organic point of view, 
so as to unite the Future with the Present and the Past in 
one mystical body, that ideal humanity assumes for the 
Comtist the features and proportions of deity. But hu- 
-manity in the idea—humanity with the light of the ideal 
upon its upward path and the same light projected on the 
infinite possibilities of the future—is snot a fact of the his- 
torical order. It is an idea every whit as mystical as that 
of God. For just in so far as we do not identify humanity | 
_ with its own past and present, but endow it with the potency _ 


of an ampler and nobler future, just so far do we take man — eo 


and his history as the expression of a principle of perfec- — 


tion, whose presence at every stage constitutes the possi- — | 


bility of advance beyond that stage. * Humanity is, in short, | 


the organ and expression of the divine, just as the individe" 





ual, in Comte’s*way of putting it, is the organ and expres-— 


sion of his race. Mankind has no more an entitative indea 


ey pendence of God, the larger Providence, than the individ- — 








| ual “possesses: such independence of eo “proximate: and Se as 
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lesser Providence which the pious Positivist recognizes: in 


| “Humanity. p ae 
2. Comte complains, with some show of justice, that the 


God of traditional theism, and still more Nature, which he — 


says metaphysics substitutes for God, is an abstract and 


‘empty term. A critic might say that it is just the bare idea 


of potentiality or faculty, into which we refund the actual 
characteristics of the actual world. And in a sense this is 
true, just as it is true that the essence, if separated from its 


manifestation, becomes at once the blank a bstraction of the — 


unknowable. But to complain of this is to betray one’s own 


| bondage to a false and exploded metaphysics. Certainly, 
apart from our actyal experience, God or the Absolute is a 
subject waiting for predicates, an empty form waiting to be, 


filled. But we need be at no loss for predicates:,jn the 
words of the Apostle, ‘ the invisible things of him from the 


creation of the world are clearly seen, being understood by. 
the things that are made, even his eternal power and God- 
head’. Where, indeed, should we gain a knowledge of God 
except from his manifestation? In precisely the same way, 
our knowledge of the character of a fellow-man is gained — 
from his words and deeds. But, as Carlyle phrases it, _ 
‘Nature, which is the time-vesture of God and reveals Him - 
to the wise, hides Him from the foolish’. And among the — 


foolish are enrolled not a few philosophical writers. who 
~clamour for a knowledge of God, not as He reveals him- 


is i self in nature and in human experience, but as something a | 
to be known, it would seem, directly, apart from his mani- 
ae festation altogether. And when this craving for the im- 
possible is not satisfied, they either deny his existence or — 
proclaim his nature to be unknowable. This false ideal of - 
_ knowledge has crossed our path several times, and now that 
2 dt meets us in this supreme instance, it may be well to ee 


_ examine it more closely so as finally to lay the spectre. 


Locke and Kant, as we + have already seen in 1 the sixth, Lea 
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__ Iecture," are the typical modern examples of the working 
—- of this false ideal, and the chief sources to which its prev-_ 
alence in popular philosophy may be traced. In Locke it 
connects itself with the distinction between the qualities and 
a the substance, in Kant with the distinction (fundamentally 
} similar) between phenomenon and noumenon, the appear- 
ue ance and the thing-in-itself. Substance and quality are 
correlative terms by which we interpret what is given or 
presented in perception. The distinction corresponds to 
that between subject and predicate or substantive and 
adjective, and neither member of the pair has any separate 
existence. Qualities do not fly loose as abstract entities, 
and substance does not exist as an undetermined somewhat 
——-a mere ‘that ’—to which they are afterwards attached. 
Tite idea of substance is the idea of the qualities as unified 
and systematized, and indicating, through this unity or 
system, the presence of a concrete individual. The two. 
ideas, therefore, are in the strictest sense inseparable—the | 
. two aspects of every reality—-its existence and its nature... 
~ Nothing exists except as qualitatively determined; and its 
existence as such and such an individual is, in fact, deter- 
mined or constituted by the systematic unity of the qualities. 
But the scholastic tradition of the substance as a substratum 
—something in which the qualities inhere—suggests the 
notion that substance and qualities are two separate facts, 
_ the substance or ‘support of accidents’ being something — 
_ behind the qualities, over and above them, a bit of reality- 
stuff, so to speak, an atom or core of mere existence, on 
which the qualitative determinations are hung. And the 
next step is to conclude, as Locke does, that this substance _ 
is a mystery which must remain for ever impenetrable by 
: human faculties; for it is clear that the most exhaustive _ 
knowledge of the qualities cannot advance us one step 
i towards a knowledge of what is, by definition, beyond or 
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: behind all qualities. As Locke puts it, ‘ By ihe. complex _ 
idea of extended, figured, coloured, and all other sensible 
| qualities, which is all that we know of it, we are as far from 
the idea of the substance of body, as if we knew nothing at 
_all’.4 Our ignorance in this respect is universal. The sub- 
stance of spirit and the substance of body, he says in the 
same chapter, are equally unknown to us. ‘We do not. 
know the real essence oF a pebble or a fly or of our own 
selves,’ | tT hy 
In Kant the contrast is between the thing-in-itself and — 
‘the thing as it appears, bet®veen the noumenon and the 
phenomenon, and is more expressly connected with the idea 
of knowledge as a’subjective affection. But his manner of - 
arguing is often almost a verbal repetition of Locke's. 
‘ Supposing us to carry our empirical perception even to the | 
very highest degree of clearness,’ he tells us, for example, 
‘we should not thereby advance a step nearer to a U: 
edge of the constitution of objects as things-in-themselves.’* 
Or, again, ‘All in our cognition that belongs to perception _ 
contains nothing more than mere relations... . Now by — 
means of mere relations a thing cannot be known in itself, — 
and it may therefore be fairly concluded that the presenta- . 
tions of the external sense can contain only the relation Sane 
of an object to the subject but not the internal nature of ae 

the object as a thing-in-itself.’* And he complains of the = 
nature of our intelligence as ‘an instrument. of research — 
 unfitted to discover. anything more. than always fresh | 

cp hcnatal | oe : eo 

os “To this strange | duplication of appearance ‘and essence, fib st 

- and the substantiation of the one over against the other z as ook 
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a distinct and different fact, philosophers are indebted, as 
Berkeley says with delicate irony, ‘for being ignorant of 
what everybody else knows perfectly well.’ ‘How often 
must I tell you’, says Hylas in the Dialogues, ‘that I know 
not the real nature of any one thing in the universe? I may 
indeed upon occasion make use of pen, ink, and paper. But 
what any one of them is in its own true nature, I deciare 


positively I know not.’ Philosophers are distinguished, then, 


from the vulgar, says Philonous, only because ‘they know 
that they know nothing’. ‘That’, replies Hylas, ‘is the 
very top and perfection of Ruman knowledge.’* Must we 
not agree with Berkeley that the whole line of thought is an 
elaborate and perfectly gratuitous mystification? Yet what 
Berkeley put forward in irony was propounded at a later 
date in sober aes by Sir William Hamilton. ‘ Our 
Science’, he says, ‘is at best the reflection of a reality we 
cannot know; we strive to penetrate to existence in itself, 
and what we have laboured intensely to attain, we at last 
fondly believe that we have accomplished. But, like [xion, 
- we embrace a cloud for a divinity.’ Man’s ‘science’ is 
actually ‘nescience’, and the consummation of knowledge — 
is a ‘learned ignorance’.2 Or, as he explains it in his 
Lectures: ‘ Matter or body is to us the name either of some- 
_ thing known or of something unknown. In so far as matter 
is a name for something known, it means that which appears 
to us under the forms of extension, solidity, divisibility, 
- figure, motion, roughness, smoothness, colour, heat, cold, 


oa ete... . But as these phenomena appear only in con junction, es 


we are . compelled by the constitution of our nature to think 
them as conjoined in and by something; and as they are 


5 phenomena, we cannot think them the phenomena of nothing, 
ne but must reg gard them as the pepe oF something that i is 


a Three Dialogues between Halas and Phitonous, Third Dialogue, at ten 
BS beginning. » . cee 
ae "Discussions, p 36. 
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: extendpa: ‘solid, figured, ete. But this something, atisolitely 
and in itseli—i. e. considered apart from its phenomena—is 
tous a zero. It is only in its qualities, only in its effects, in 
its relative or phenomenal existence, that it is cognizable 
or conceivable; and it is only by a law of thought which 
compels us to think something absolute and unknown as the 
basis and condition of the relative and known, that ain 
something obtains a kind of incomprehensible reality to us.’ 
Our ignorance, he is careful to explain, has nothing to do 
with the modest range of our senses or faculties. ‘We may | 
suppose existence to have a thousand modes, but were the 
number of our faculties co-extensive with the modes of being 
—bhad we for each of these thousand modes a separate organ 
competent to make it known to us—still would our whole 
knowledge be, as it is at present, only of the relative: Of 
existence, absolutely and in itself, we should then be as 
ignorant as we are now.’? It is hardly fair to father such — 
fatuities upon ‘a law of thought’ or ‘ the constitution of our _ 
nature’. It is no doubt in accordance with a law of thought 
that we refund the multiplicity of the qualities into the — 
unity of the substance; but living thought, as it functions 
thus in actual experience, has no suspicion of the terrible | 
impasse it is preparing for itself. It takes itself to be making 


. auseful and intelligible distinction within experience, where 


_ substance and qualities are complementary and inseparable, 
aswell as mutually explanatory, aspects of the same fact, with 


Se ee: hint of anything ‘ considered apart from its phenomena’ a 





| The qualities are the modes in which the substance exists 
oo and reveals itself; to know a thing through its. qualities or. 


i phenomena—its modes of action—is to know the real thing ae 


in the only way in which God or man can know anything. | . 
It is only the bungling reflection of the. ‘philosopher | that. 


_ ‘ignores the essential relativity of the two. conceptions and! 
substantiates the two. aspects. as two.  Sepatate, facts—the re 


neds a8 Lectures on Metaphasics, vol. a p 137. ce ee *d Tid. p. 153. 
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qualities or phenomena as known or knowable, and the 
-thing-in-itself, by definition, unknown and unknowable. 
And although expressly defined as unknowable, it is still, 
it would seem, a slur upon our knowledge that we do not 
know this thing-in-itself; for that is the reason why our 
knowledge is labelled by these thinkers as ‘ merely rela- 
tive’, ‘only of phenomena’, or, in Hamilton’s phrase, a 
species of ‘nescience’. But if, as I have argued, this in- 
accessible reality—the thing ‘considered apart from its 
phenomena ’"—is really a phantom created by a misguided 
logic, these imputations fal] to the ground; and however 
limited and imperfect our knowledge may be, it is still, so 
far as it goes, a knowledge of realitye Certainly, as Kant 
says, the progress of knowledge will never discover more 
tan. fresh phenomena’; but phenomena are not one 
set of facts and noumena another. The phenomenon is 
the noumenon so far as it has manifested itself, so far as 
we have grasped it in knowledge. In a strict sense, it is 
not really correct to say that we know phenomena: that 
is like saying twice over that we know. It is the noumena 
or real things that we know, and phenomena are what we 
know about them. 
_ There can indeed be no greater alssurdity than the per- 
verse reasoning which, as Hutchison Stirling puts it, adduces 
our knowledge of a thing as the proof and guarantee of our 
‘ignorance of it. And yet on this notion is founded the usual 
agnostic travesty of metaphysics. Metaphysical philosophy 
is supposed by the ordinary agnostic critic to be engaged in © 
_the hopeless quest of this mythical noumenon. No wonder 
he regards it as an occupation scércely compatible with 
sanity. As it. was put with brutal frankness quite recently 2 
by Sir E. Ray T’ankester, a doughty survivor from the wars 


of last century, ‘One may regard the utmost possibilities of 


| the results of human knowledge as the contents ofa bracket, 


2 As s regards Protoplasm, p. 71. (second edition). 
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and place outside: that bracket the factor . a to ‘represent 


those unknown and unknowable possibilities which the 


imagination of man is never wearied of su egesting.. This. 





| factor + is the plaything of the metaphysician’." It is this 
same factor « which Herbeft Spencer proposed to hand over” 


to. religion as an object of worship. For Spencer’s doctrine 































of the Unknowable rests entirely on the considerations that 
have already met us in Locke, Kant, and Hamilton. He 
formulates them in the law of the Relativity of Knowledge. 
- Thought can never express more than relations,’ so that 
‘from the very nature of our intelligence’ ‘the reality, 
underlying appéarances ey and for ever inconceivable 
| by us’. ‘The man of science’, he tells us, ‘realizes with 

a special vividness the utter incomprehensibleness of the: 


simplest fact considered in itself. He, more than any gthes, 


truly knows that in its ultimate essence nothing can be — 
known ’.* When this transcendent mystery, which meets us 


in every particular fact, is generalized, it becomes the In- _ 


-comprehensible Power on the acknowledgement of which 
religion is founded. ‘ Religion’, he admits, ‘has ever been 
more or less irreligious’ in so far as ‘it has all along pro- 


fessed to have some knowledge of that which transcends __ ; 


knowledge’. It ‘hasefrom the first struggled to unite more 


or less science with its nescience ’, but as it resigns itself en- 


tirely to nescience it will reach its legitimate goal. ° Through 
all its successive phases, the disappearance of those positive 


dogmas by which the mystery was made unmysterious, has 7 


formed the essential change delineated in religious history. — 
And so religion has ever been approximating towards that 


| _ complete recognition of this mystery which is” ts goal.’ ge 
When that goal i is reached we shall have achieved that ‘ per-.~ oo 
“manent peace ’ between science and religion referred to-in 
4 an earlier lecture. | We shall ‘ refrain from assigning Any oy 


eo Preface to Hugh Ss R. Elliot's Modern Smoace and: the Illusions of ; ee : 


2 Professor Bergson. pote 2 First Enaaples, 9 &, 
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attributes whatever ’ to the obj ect of our worship. We shall 
recognize it, in fine, as ‘alike our highest wisdom and our 
highest duty to regard that through which all things exist 


as the Unknowable ’.* 


Volumes, doubtless, might be-written, as Spencer truly 
remarked, on the impiety of the pious; their familiarity 


with the secret counsels of the Most High makes Agnosti- 


cism seem by comparison a reverent ard a reasonable ~ 


attitude. And so it would be, if Agnosticism meant no- 
-more than the Biblical challenge: ‘Canst thou find out the 
Almighty unto perfection? It is as high as heaven: what - 


canst thou do? deeper than “hell, what canst thou know?’ 
If to comprehend means to grasp, as it were, in the hand, 


- to understand thoroughly, to see all round an object, then 


tyguestionably the Infinite must for ever remain incom- 


~ prehensible by the finite. So far as Agnosticism simply 
“emphasizes the unfathomableness of the universe by any 


human sounding-line, and opposes the little that we know 


_to the vast unknown, it is a praiseworthy lesson in humility. 
_ This is really what most of the ‘cloud of witnesses’, cited 
by Hamilton and Spencer, intend by their testimony—not a 


blank and total nescience, but the narrow limits of our 


| ., insight as measured against the immensity of our ignorance. - 
Tt is this feeling of the vast unexplored possibilities of the 
| universe that mingles subtly with the conception of the 
_. Unknowable, and half redeems the notion in spite of itself. 
ee Curiously, neither Hamilton nor Spencer seems to realize e008 
oa the fundamental difference between the two conceptions, that uo . 
of the inherently unknowable, and that of the unknown— _ 
the not yet known, and doubtless ngver by us to be fully > 
known, but still the ever to be better known. Hamilton 
ao sums” up at ong point by saying that ‘ the grand result OE oe ak ee 
oe human wisdom is thus only a consciousness that what we aye : | : 
know is as nothing to what we know not’, a ‘Broposition ee 


: + Ibid, PP. 100-13. 
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which no eacoriable man would wish for a moment to deny. 
- Spencer’s phrases are likewise often vague enough to cover 
either meaning. Thus, when he lays it down that ‘all things 


are manifestations of a Power that transcends our knowl-_ 


edge’, what transcends otr knowledge may mean, and of 
~ course in Spencer’s theory it ought to mean, what is absolutely 
| ‘inaccessible to our knowledge. But it may be taken quite 
as naturally to mean that which overpasses our knowledge, 


that which is inexhaustible by the finite creature; in short, 


in the apt phrase of the Apostle “the depth of the riches of 
the wisdom and knowledge of God ’. “ Inaccessible ’ carries 


us back to the barren abstraction of the substance hidden > 


behind its qualities. ‘Inexhaustible’ implies no such un- 
meaning dualism; it suggests a self-revealing Power, whose 
manifestation is limited only by the capacity of the recggpese. 


The radical inconsistency of a pure Agnosticism has often. 


been pointed out. Spencer’s yey phraseology betrays him. 


To describe as unknowable ‘the Power manifested to us — 
through all existence’ is a plain contradictio in adjecto, and — 


yet that is his constant usage. He even tells us that ‘the 


Power manifested throughout the Universe, distinguished — 
~as material, is the same Power which in ourselves wells up» 


under the form of cgnsciousness’, though he seeks to pre- 


serve a semblance of consistency by reminding us that _ 


“a conception given in phenomenal manifestations of this 


ultimate energy can in nowise show us what it is’.* He bs 
one - speaks i in the First Principles * of ‘the good and bad conse- — 
quences which conduct brings round through the established 


. order. of the Unknowable’, and comments on the inability 


A of most men to realizethis immanent moral order, which he 
are describes in the same connexion as one of the ‘ actions of the 3 

; Unseen Reality’. And in the fine passage at the close of = 
the chapters on the Unknowable,* in which he vindicates the | 


Sew “Tn the essay, : Religion, a Retrospect and Prospect Nineteenth ¢ en 
onan: ir (ok XY, Be II. eo oF age oe Ibid, <p, ee 
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right of every thinker to utter what he deems the highest 


truth without hesitating lest. it should be too much in advance 
_ of the time, hé reminds his possible critics that the thinker 
- himself ‘ with all his capacities and aspirations and beliefs 


is not an accident but a product of the time . . . and that 


_ his thoughts are as children born to him which he may not 


carelessly let die. He, like every other man, may properly — 
consider himself as one of the myriad agencies through 


/ whom works the Unknown Cause; and when the Unknown 
- Cause produces in him a certain belief, he is thereby author- — 


ized. to profess and act out that belief. For, to render in 


~ their highest : sense the words of the poet— 


N ature is made better by ho mean, 
But nature makes that mean: so o’er that art 
otic: you say adds to nature, is an art 
That nature makes,’ 





a We have thus a Power which manifests itself in the 


intelligible order of the material system, which wells up in 
consciousness in ourselves, which inspires man ‘ with all 


his capacities and aspirations and beliefs’, progressively 
_ guiding him to truth, and disciplining him also to goodness 
_ by an ‘established order’ of ‘good and bad consequences ’. 


Consequently when Spencer began to talk, in all the dignity 


of capitals, of the one absolute certainty that we are ‘ ever 
in presence of an Infinite and Eternal Energy from which 
all things proceed ’—-when he confided to the public that 
as originally written the expression ran, ‘an Infinite and 
_ Eternal Energy by which all things are created and sus- 

ua tained. and that the last clause had been struck out in =: 
oe proof, not because it expressed more than he meant, but 2 

| only because the ideas associated with the words might 
_ prove misleading’—it was not surprising that sympathetically a 

_ minded theologians began to claim him as a Theist malgré 
dul. ae held at the outset’, he says himself, ‘and continue scale ahs 

to hold that this Inserutable Existence . a stands towards tes 
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our Sere conception of things in substantially the same 
relation as does the Creative Power asserted by Theology.’ 

‘Everywhere I have spoken of the Unknowable as the 
‘Ultimate Reality—the sole existence: all things present to 
consciousness being but shows of it.’ To ‘the Infinite ane 
Eternal Energy, manifested alike within us and without us ’ 
| ‘we must ascribe not only the manifestations ar 
but the law of their order’ Obviously such statements. 
must be taken as proving, if it needed proof, that it was __ 

the positive elements, acknowledged or unacknowledged, 
in the conception of the Unknowable, that invested it in 
-Spencer’s eyes with a genuifie religious halo and made 
such a Being appear to him the suitable residuary legatee 
of the religious sentiments of mankind. But as formulated 
on the basis of his perverse theory of knowledge, the 
Unknowable remains a purely negative conception. Its 
existence, we are told, is ‘of all things the most certain’, 
but its nature he still obstinately declares to be ‘ not simply 


tinknown but proved by analysis of the forms of our intelli- — : 


gence to be unknowable’. And in summing up his pos en: 





he describes the perfected religious consciousness as ‘the 


consciousness of an Omnipotent Power to which no attri-— 
butes can be ascribed ’.? Could intellectual perversity go 
further, or is it possible to conceive a more gratuitous seli- 
‘stultificationP en: 
~ Some of the last. quotations are drawn on ‘Spencer s- 


_ papers in the interesting duel with Mr. F rederic Harrison | 
which enlivened the pages of the Nineteenth C entury during 00 
the months of 1884. The duel eventually became triangular oe 
a through the intervention of Sir James By ‘itzjames Stephen, aa 
_ who discharged the blunderbuss of a worldly common- 
“sense at both combatants impartially. Mp Harrison, who 


: 1 Nineteenth Century, vol. xvi, Pp. 6, 24,25, | 
* Nineteenth Century, vol. xvi, p. 838 (“ Last Words on ‘Aphsstcien 


Ge and the oe of t Homaaity’ . he italics j in the fast two © quotations — a as 


a fa are mine. 
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came forward as the chief representative of English Positiv- 
ism, derided the idea of the Unknowable as the foundation 
ofa eo creed. ‘ Wonder has its place in religion,’ he 
said, ‘and so has mystery; but it is a subordinate place. | 
The roots and fibres of religion are to be found in love, 
awe, sympathy, gratitude, consciousness of inferiority and 
of dependence, community of will, acceptance of control, 
_ manifestation of purpose, reverence for majesty, goodness, 
creative energy and life. Where these are not, religion is. 
not.’ ‘Helpless, objectless, apathetic wonder at an inscrut- 
able infinity may be attractive to a metaphysical divine; 
but it does not sound like a working force in the world.’ 
‘The precise and yet inexhaustible language of mathe- 
matics’, as he wittily put it, “enables us to express, in 
a @gpmon algebraic formula, the exact combination of the 
unknown raised to its highest power of infinity, That 
formula is 4°... . Where two or three are gathered to- 
gether to worship the Unknowable, there the algebraic 
formula may suffice to give form to their emotions : they may 
be heard to profess their unwearying belief in +", even if no 


weak brother with ritualist tendencies be heard to cry: 





— O 2 love us, help us, make us one with thee.’ 
Mr. Harrison’s ulterior purpose, as « good Comtist, was 


i. o to point out the superior claims of the Religion of Humanity 


to be the religion of the future. But, as may be imagined, 


_ Spencer was at no loss for rejoinders very damaging to the 


mixed and ambiguous character of Mr. Harrison’s deity, 


while Sir James Stephen cynically declared that ‘Humanity — set Z 
, with a capital H’ was neither better nor worse fitted to be 


ans a . god than the Unknowable with a eapital U, each being - | 


7 a barren abstraction to which any one can attach any 
| meaning he likey’? A bystander, more sympathetic than — 


/ Sir James Stephen, and with a better understanding of oe 


rae The Ghost of Religions : Sai C ‘entury, vol. XY, PP, 494-506). 
* Ibid., Be 910, 
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~ religious feelings and motives, might have pointed out 
that the two disputants shared the truth between them, 

Mr. Harrison being right in his account (in the passage 
quoted) of the constitutive factors of religion and the 
qualities which call forth our gratitude, our reverence, and 
our love, Spencer being right, on the other hand, in insisting 
that worship cannot be accorded to anything less than the 
Perfect and the Infinite, and that Humanity, therefore, as" 
a finite object developing in time, can never fill the place’ 
of God. ‘If “veneration and gratitude” are due at all,’ 
Spencer says—taking two of the emotions which Mr. Har- 
rison had mentioned as essential constituents of religion— 
‘they are due to that Ultimate Cause from which Humanity, 
individually and as a whole, in common with all other things 
has proceeded. . . . If we take the highest product ofes=sffi1- 
tion, civilized human society, and ask to what agency all 
its marvels must be credited, the inevitable answer is—To | 
that Unknown Cause of which the entire Cosmos is a mani- 
festation. A spectator who, seeing a bubble floating on 


a great river, had his attention so absorbed by the bubble he 
that he ignored the river . . . would fitly typify a disciple 


of M. Comte, who, centring all his higher sentiments on 


Humanity, holds it absurd to let either thought or feeling a 


be occupied with that great stream of Creative Power, | 
unlimited in Space or in Time, of which Humanity is a 


, transitory product. Even if, instead of being the dull . = 
_ leaden-hued thing it is, the bubble Humanity had reached _ 


that stage of iridescence of which, happily, a high sample of 
: man or woman sometimes shows us a beginning, it would | 
still owe whatever thére was in it of beauty to that Infinite _ 
and Eternal Bactey out of which Humanity has quite | 
recently emerged. oe eee ieee . 
Tf this passage of Spencer's cy may be taken as conclusive fo 
against the Positivist attempt to treat Humanity as a self- 


. nate fact, an | Absolute: ¢ on its own n account—and T think “ 











vil pats TWO HALF-TRUTHS ZI 


it 1s conclusive—surely it is equally conclusive (although 
Spencer himself will not see it so) against his own cherished 
doctrine of. the unknowability of the ultimate Cause. For 
the whole process of human evolution is here unequivocally 
treated as the active self-manifestation of the principle of the 
Whole. And so the worship of Humanity and the worship 
_ of the Unknowable, each untenable in itself, are seen both-to 

owe their vitality, as we might have surmised, to the partial 

‘and complementary truths which they respectively enshrine. 
And these truths are only kept apart by a distorted con- 
ception of the relation of reality to its appearances. 








LECTURE IX 
‘IDEALISM AND PAN- PSYCHISM 


“THE greater part of the last lecture was devoted to an 
analysis of the fallacy which seems to me to underlie philo- 
- sophical agnosticism, and, in particular, to Spencer’s well-. 
known application to religion of the sheer disjunction between 
reality and its appearances. [he result of this disjunction 
is necessarily to leave the one member of it a blank ab- 
-straction, to which,’as Spencer truly says, ‘no attributes can 
be ascribed ;’ for if the qualitative nature of the manifesta- 
tion throws no light on that which is manifested, thewtter 
remains simply the bare fact of an existent somewhat. It. 
is, in short, the old notion of substance as a support of 
accidents or as the bare point of existence to which the 


qualities are somehow attached. This comes out so plainly eee 
in Spencer’s presentation of the agnostic position that it 


will be worth our while, before passing from the subject, 





to advert to another line of reflection by which he supports 


his conclusion. It is significant that he so frequently tells us 


that, while we can neither know nor conceive the nature — 
of the Power manifested through phenomena, the exist-— * 
ence Of that Power i is of all things the most certain. Thus - 
in the chapter on ‘The Relativity of all Knowledge ’,” 





s where he expressly defends (against theorists who bid us 





‘rest wholly in the. consciousness of phenomena’). the 


existence of a positive consciousness. of the Absolute or | 
Ae. Unconditioned, he insists that ‘in the very denial of ont 3 
a en to learn what the Absolute is, thete lies hidden the Oy 





“ ae 2 * First Principles, Part 1 I chap iv. 
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only, without at the same time conceiving a Reality of 
which they are appearances; for appearance without reality 
is unthinkable. . . . Clearly, then, the very demonstration 
that a definite consciousness of the Absolute is impossible 
to us, unavoidably presupposes an indefinite consciousness 
ofit. ... The sense of a something which is conditioned in — 
-every thought cannot be got rid of.’ He describes it? as 
‘an indefinite notion of general existence, . . . an indefinite 
consciousness of something constant under all modes—of 
being apart from its appearances’. It is, accordingly, this 
notion of “ being’ or of ‘something’ which Spencer has in 
view when he talks in another chapter of ‘the utter incom-— 
prehensibleness of the simplest fact, cbnsidered in itself’, 
and tells us that ‘in its ultimate essence nothing can be 
kien’. The ultimate essence is just the being of the thing, 
the ‘that’ of it as opposed to the ‘ what ’—its existence as 
_ distinguished from its nature. The statement is, indeed, SO 
_ paraphrased by a disciple: all things, he tells us, are ‘in their 


essence unknowable, that is, in their reality as resting in what 
is... . Precisely that relation to the oneness of Being by 


which alone they are at all is neither known nor knowable.’ ? 
Now there is a sense in which Being may be described 
as an ultimate and abysmal mystery. “It is the sense which — 


» fascinated Parmenides and Spinoza and many of the mystic 
2s theologians. Von Hartmann speaks ” of the ability to. 


? appreciate | the problem of mere Being, Or, as he calls it, of | 


as groundless subsistence, as the true i oueneione of meta- 0°. 


| physical talent. ‘If nothing at all existed,’ he says, ‘no 


= world, no process, no substance, and also, of course, no one : 
to indulge in philosophic wonder, there would be nothing oe 
= wonderful in that—it would be eminently natural atid: << 


a? 


ee 4, 


Lg a Aflanebin Picton, Riligto of the en pp. 55-7. The book js - 
7 srecribed To the Memory of Herbert SECHCe, the first true reconciler ane 


a OF Religion and Science’ 


ee oe of the # Unconscious voli ini, D. 196 (English translation). 











there would be no problem to solve.’ But, that anything — 
at all exists, or how the somewhat on which everything 


else depends comes to exist—this is so unfathomably 
mysterious, that when the question is once realized 
it eclipses all possible wonder at the detailed nature of the 
universe which thus exists. But if this be, as Hartmann 
calls it, the problem of problems before which we become 
rigid as before a Gorgon’s head, it is obvious that it is, as 
he says, inherently insoluble—whether the metaphysician 
be human or divine. It is fruitless, if not absurd, to inquire, 
in Lotze’s quaint phrase, ‘how being is made,’ how there 
comes to be anything at all, Even a divine metaphysician | 
must start from the fact of his own existence; and we, as 
philosophers, have not to create the universe or to explain. 
why there should be a universe at all, but to find outefat 


kind of a universe it is. It becomes quite misleading, 


therefore, to speak as if we were cut off from a knowledge — 
of the essence of things, because we have to take their - 
existence for granted. From this point of view, there is | 


nothing mysterious or unfathomable at all about being: Bo 


there is nothing more to know about it than just ° being ’, or, 
as Spencer dilutes the term, ‘the sense of a something’ or 
‘an indefinite notién of general existence’. It is the | 
beginning of knowledge, not its ultimate and transcendent | 
goal. The task of knowledge, philosophical as well as. 
scientific, is to make this indefinite consciousness definite, — 
to discover what kind of a something it is that we have to © 


deal with. But the agnostic way of putting it converts 


the mere ‘that ’—the fact of the thing’s existence—into | 
a profounder kind ot ‘what’, and declares this to be un- 

- knowable. For such a procedure there is no justification — 
either in the case of an individual thing Or in the case of _ 


: the Absolute. Of the Absolute it has been finely said, ‘its — 2 
predicates are the worlds’.t We learn its nature through — 





—? Laurie, Synthetica, vol. ii, p. 88. 
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the facts of the universe, especially so far as any system or 

scale of values is discernible in them. This is the immanent 

God on our knowledge of whom it has been the purpose of 
- this first course of lectures to insist. 


The nature of ultimate Reality is to be read, therefore, in 


its manifestation, and may be read there truly. We may be 
sure the revelation is not exhaustive, for all revelation must | 


be ad modum recipientis; it must be proportionate to the 


capacity of the receiving mind. Every advance in knowledge 


or in goodness, or in the intuitions of beauty and sande: 
offered us in nature or in art, 1s a further revelation of the 
heights and depths of the divine nature. From this point 
of view the very notion of development is progressive 


initiation. ‘I have yet many things to say unto you, but ye 
cannot bear them now.’ And if this is true within the his- 
‘torical development of mankind in the past, it 1s reasonable 


to suppose that the record is not closed at the present stage 
of attainment. Every creature, says Nietzsche, has paved 


_ the way for something higher ; man is but a transition figure, 
' ‘a rope,’ as he calls it, between the beast and the superman of 
the future. Ina nobler sense than he himself applies it, we 

may accept the idea of the more godlike man that is to be— 
i gust: as we may give rein to our imag ‘nation and Suppose 
such larger intelligences existing now in worlds beyond our 
ken. But all such acknowledgements alter nothing asto the 
attitude of the knower and the mode in which hisknowledge ae 
| ois obtained. The most exalted intelligence must read, as 7 

: we do, in the volume of God’s works, to learn His nature: 

his knowledge, like ours, is through the manifestation. 

_ Though it may be truer in the sense of being ampler and 

more adequate, and so correcting errors and solving diff- ae 

culties incident to;our more limited range of vision, this isi. oe 

+. but a difference of degree, not a qualitative distinction be- oe 
tween absolute and relative, as if the one knowledge were 
: oo tee. and the other vitiated by some inherent defect.: Our: eo: 
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knowledge i is as true for us as the sifelee knowledge for the 
higher being. Each is true as being an interpretation of the 

eee accessible at that particular stage. With new data 
comes new insight; but the new insight carries forward and 
incorporates the old—it does not abolish it. 

That being so, it has been the contention of these fects: 
that everything depends upon our keeping in view the whole 
range of accessible facts, if we are to form a true idea of the 
nature of the system as a whole, and consequently of the. 
nature of the Being whom it reveals. We began by accept- 
ing Hume’s challenge: ‘ Whence can any cause be known 
but from the known effects? Whence can any hypothesis 
be established but from the apparent phenomena?’ But we 
demurred to his own limitation of the argument to ‘a con- 

templation of the works of nature’, i. e., to the structyreand 
arrangements of the external world. Hume himself speaks 
of ‘living existences’ as ‘the only beings worth regarding ’ 
when it comes to a final judgement on the nature of the 
universe. The ultimate Power ‘wells up’ as Spencer 


phrases it, in man, the knower, no less than in the objects he - os 


contemplates, and not only i in man as knower, but in all the 





aspects of human life. It seemed to us, accordingly, that, 
instead of being excluded from consideration, the charac-  . 


teristics. of human consciousness and human development 


must be the most significant of all facts for the solution of 


our question. We saw how Kant gave this central signifi- 
cance to man’s ethical experience. But all through our dis-— 


cussion we have had to struggle against the tendency to treat 

the world of nature as a. fait complete in itself, a system fine 8h 
ished without man. This tendency appeared in very differ- 
ent forms, sometimes reducing consciousness to an inactive | US 


accompaniment of material processes going on by themselves, 
at other times, as in the Positivist theory, making man his «: 





own . creator, sO far as the distinctively human virtues and 8 


* Dialogues, a XL. a aoe - | 
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excellences are concerned. I have insisted, on the contrary, 
that.to do this is to convert abstractions into realities by 
separating what is given together and cannot be conceived 
apart. Man is organic to nature, and nature is organic to 
man. Itis a false abstraction to try to take the world apart 
from the central fact in which it so obviously finds expres- 
sion. So taken, it is like a broken arch or, in Laurie’s figure 
a circle unclosed; there is no system, no whole of being, no 
real fact at all, till the external gathers itself up, as it were, 
into internality, and existence sums itself in the conscious 
soul, And this way of talking in terms of a time-process, 
common and natural as it is, should not mislead us into 
thinking that the external ever existed as a mere external, 
before it internalized itseli—as if the body of the universe 
existed, so to speak, like an empty case waiting for a soul. 
The metaphorical language in which Lotze, not to mention 
Hegel and others, speaks of nature as striving towards self- 
expression and rising, as it were, stage by stage towards its 
_self-completion in mind, is clearly not intended as the record 
of an historical progress. Such expressions are an analysis 
of ideal stages or ‘moments ’, as idealistic writers are fond of 
calling them, aspects of one total fact, which can only be 
_ known truly as a whole or system. Hetice I was at pains to 
_ insist that questions of the apparent historical genesis of the 
higher or more complex from the lower or simpler have no 
- philosophical importance or relevance, seeing that, philo-. 


oe sophically considered, the lower or simpler phases are not 


independent facts existing as a prius, but abstract aspects of 


a single fact, which i is fully expressible only i in terms of self- 


ee conscious experience. 


Se far our - argument may claim to have been continuous — 


a and to have reached a definite, if still very general, con- ; 
a clusion. ‘I will not attempt to carry the argument. further — 


within'¥he limits of the present course. aL will iy instead t to 
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< render He nature is our Peonelusion more . precise by differen- a 


- tiating it from theories which it may seem to resemble, and 


by the refutation of which it is frequently supposed to be 
overthrown. It is specially important at the present time 
to disentangle the position from its supposed dependence on 


eo the questionable or more than questionable arguments by 
_ which those. other theories are supported; and in what 

























eS ; follows we shall have in view, in the first place, the s strong | 


trend of speculation in certain quarters at the present 4° | 


; day in the direction of Pan-psychism, and, in the second | 
place, the active eomcnpoTay pigpeeeca in Support of 
Realism. : he 

Our doctrine, as we have built it up, may be focused in 
the saying that man (or mind) is organic to nature. The 
very phrase, it may be pointed out, implies the canary le- 


mentary truth of nature.as organic to man, nature as the ie 
essential condition of finite mind. Internality is impossible oS 
without externality; a subject or a self would be an empty rn n 


form, if it had not a world to draw on for its filling. Just 
as every living centre has its environment, which furnishes | 





it with the material which it transmutes and builds. into” | 
the fabric of its own life—so that it is only through ite 
environment that. it lives at all—so, still more. obviously, + 
_ the self of knowledge and action could have nothing either 
oe ~ to know or to do, apart from the natural and social world Of 
which it is at once the consciousness and the active organ. © 


| The world of nature and the world of social relations founded 
upon it constitute, as it were, the condition of individuation, 


And in emphatically. repudiating the mechanistic scheme 










pe physical science 4s a self-existent, underlying reality, ofa 
: which everything else i is the inexplicable outcome, a spiritual ae 
ay ue P hilosop hy which i 1S sure of itself. feels: no temptation to deny — ut 
or to minimize the mechanical aspects of the cosmos. on 








ae which its higher life reposes, On the contrary, nature, as a 





ce realm of inviolable. claw, appears, sO: o fara as we can see, to be a 


ae 














ae eee a MONADISM+ oe es 


‘the necessary panies of the life of intellig gence and reason- 
able action. Nevertheless, a rev ulsion from the conclusions 
of the lower N aturalism has led a number of idealistic think- _ 
ers at the present day to seek to turn the tables upon N atural- . 
ism by resolving the universe without remainder into an. 
assemblage of subj jective centres of existence, and thus abol-_ 


ishing altogether the conception of nature in the ordinary : 
‘sense of the term. On the ordinary view, nature provides _ oe 
the theatre, the scenery, and properties for the spiritual 207-3. 


“drama, « The system of nature seems, as I have suggested, to 


furnish at once the conditians of individuation and the — 


means of communication between individuals. But, on this : 
-monadistic theory, the organic vesture of the spirit and its 


_ environmental conditions are both resolved into innumerable | 
| Quaspiritual centres; and the objective world becomes 
‘simply the appearance of these souls or monads to one an-_ 


other. The classical type of this theory is the Monadology 
of Leibnitz, and its recent advocates have not greatly de~ 
_ parted from or improved upon his exposition, 

The thought-motives of the theory are fairly obvious. It 
-seems to furnish the most crushing reply conceivable to 
- materialism by spiritualizing the universe to its tiniest par- 
‘ticle. The principle of continuity also seems to lend it pow- 
erful support ; and this is, in fact, the principle on which | 


: the theory is’ mainly based by Leibnitz and most of his fol- Ne 
~ lowers. Our own existence, as we. immediately experience | ees ee . 
at gives us our pied-d- -terre, the living instance from which." Scene 
we start. We habitually assume that the lower animals exist oo he 
as similar centres of feeling and striving; they are conscious, 
: ahough: not possessing the self-consciousness that comes i 
with the conceptual reason. As we descend in the animal — LENS St 
‘scale to the lowest organic forms, we still i imagine some de- es 
_ gree” of this consciousness to remain—some faint. analogue : oe : 
of our own self-centred life, ‘though wemayhesitatetospeak = 
of it it even. as consciousness sand may. invoke the convenient ee 
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. term subconsciousness to describe it—a vague, diffused: un- 
_ differentiated feeling, conceived as the impulsive basis of 


action, seeing that feeling and activity are for psychology _ 


two inseparable aspects of a single fact. And when we once 


surrender ourselves to the principle of continuity, why 


should we stop at the confines of the animal kingdom, or ay 
wky should we limit such considerations to the case of the 


organism as a whole? Modern psychology i is on the track | 


of many obscure phenomena which suggest the idea of sub- 


ordinate centres of experience and memory besides the cen- 
tral and normal consciousness based upon the cortical centres 
in the brain. Speculative biologists have extended this idea, 


and would treat each living cell as in some degree conscious © 


or quasi-conscious, explaining thereby its selective action and _ 
general behaviour. And again, why stop at the livingweell? — 

The affinities, as they are called, of chemical atoms and _ 
molecules seem to exhibit the same characteristics of action . 


from within—some analogue of selection or choice. — And — vee 
the matter of the physicist only seems to us dead and inert 
because we ordinarily view it in the mass. But science 
resolves the passive lump of extended matter into a mazy 
dance of invisible particles, ‘if not into sheerly ideal centres Of an 
force. Hence the atom, or whatever lies behind the atom, « 
ag the ultimate term of physical science, is itself conceived : 
__- by the Monadist as psychical i in essence, a feeling and Tespon- ae 
sive centre after the analogy of our own existence, in how- 
ever remote a degree. And thus we arrive at the view => 
expressed by Leibnitz in a well-known passage: ‘Each por- | 
odo tion: of matter is not only infinitely divisible, but is. also. 5 
: actually. subdivided Without end. . Whence it appears ne 
that in the smallest particle of matter there is a world of 62. 
decane! creatures, living beings, ‘animals, entelechies, souls. -Each*: oe 
portion of matter may be conceived as like a garden fullof 
: plants « or like a pond full of fishes. But each branch of every 
‘plant each n member of every. animal, each, h drop « of its 5 liquid ae a 











ogee TE ATOMIC SOUL “18r 
- parts is also some such garden or pond. . . Thus there is 


nothing fallow, nothing sterile, nothing deal i in the universe, 
‘no chaos, no confusion save in appearance, somewhat as it 


might appear to be in a pond at a distance, in which one 


would see a confused movement and, as it were, a swarming 

of fish in the pene without separately Getpemeting the 
‘fish themselves’”* o 
Sometimes in contemporary writers the theory of an 
atomic soul appears as a blundering attempt to throw the 
glamour of Idealism over a purely materialistic position. 
So it is, for example, in Haeckel, who seems to think he has 
solved the ‘ Riddle of the Universe’ by allowing each atom 
- ‘a rudimentary form of sensation and wil, or, as it is better 
expressed, of feeling (aesthesis) and inclination (tropesis)’.? 
But+hings are not changed by giving them Greek names, nor 
is the philosophical position altered by infusing, as it were, 


into each occurrence a drop of consciousness. Idealism 
_ means essentially the interpretation of the world according 


: to a scale of value, or, in Plato’s phrase, by the Idea of the . 
Good or the Best. The addition of consciousness to every- 


thing as its inner side, a running accompaniment, which 


makes no difference—this favourite idea of popular scientific | 


- -Monism is a complete philosophical cultde-sac.. The philo- 


| _ sophical interest of consciousness lies in the ideal values of oe 


= which it is, so to say, the bearer, not in its mere existence _ 


as a more refined kind of fact. One has heard of people _ - 


ee : who treated the ether as a half-way house between matter 
aoecand thought, and this way of treating | consciousness shows: 
i / much the same habit of mind. | | 


Tn other quarters, Pan-psychism i 1S ssdipted as a way of | 


a “escape: from difficulties in the theory of knowledge. Thus 





a | Clifford. escapes from Subjective Idealism by a distinction ee 
rs between the object, which he takes to be. a A sabjective modifi- ce 


| : ee Moncilotony; sections 65- “Qe 
a ioe 3 Riddle a the: eels chap. xii, 
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cation in the knowing mind, and the eject or extra-mental | 
* reality which these conscious states symbolize. The typical es i 
~ ejects which we all recognize are the minds orconsciousnesses 
of our fellow-men; and on that analogy Clifford concludes 
that ejects (or things-in-themselves, as he also calls them) 
are always psychical in character. He does not, indeed, =. 
place a mind or unitary consciousness behind every material — 
particle; but, since mind may be regarded as a complex, of aoe 
which simple feelings are the elements, he supposes these — 
elements to exist independently, and by subsequent com- 
bination to give rise to the fajnt beginnings of sentience in 
a low organism, and eventually, in more complex combina- 
tions, to the phenomena of human consciousness. ‘A mov- 
ing molecule of inorganic matter does not possess minds 8% 
or consciousness; but it possesses a small piece of mmd- Qe 
stuff. When molecules are so combined together as to form 
the film on the under side of a jelly-fish, the elements of 
_mind-stuff which go along with them are so combined as to > 
form the faint beginnings of Sentience. When the molecules : 
_ are so combined as to form the brain and nervous system of 
Se vertebrate, the corresponding elements of mind-stuff ate Eee 
so combined as to form some kind of consciousness... 0 
When matter takes the complex form of a human bra the ECA Ne 
oe corresponding mind-stuff takes the form of a human con- —},_— 
ae sciousness, having intelligence and volition.’ eo! ‘ Mind-stuff as 
IgE, is then the reality which we perceive as matter.’ | ae 
The idea of small pieces of unconscious mind-stuff ¢ come, 
eae independently into minds is, I take it, a ‘psycho- 
logical monster’ of the most impossible type. But that © |. 
| peculiar feature of Clifford’s theory has no special relevance te ae 
- in the present connexion. The theory is quoted simply ab eee 
an example of the difficulty which is widely felt in taking ne BS 
_ material things, as we perceive them, to be realities existing ae 



























- Lochaves and Essays, vol, i, P. 85: say : On the » Nature of ‘Things- ce : 
-themselves ’. eee es 
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in their own right. This is a genuine difficulty. It is the 
nerve of Berkeley's criticism of Locke’s ‘ stupid thoughtless 


somewhat’; and unless we are. satisfied, like Berkeley, to 
treat the material world as a system of signs, which haveno 


existence save as intermittent experiences in the minds of 


individual knowers and as a continuous divine purpose of | 


acting according to certain rules, the alternative seems to*be 


2 that of the Pan-psychists, namely, to place behind — each : 
~ material appearance a mental counterpart or monadic soul. _ 


But this philosophical animism is in the end, I propose tO; 
argue, too primitively simple an expedient, and it is a theory i 
- difficult to reconcile with our common-sense attitude towards — 


oe natural things. : 


‘But perhaps the most important motive underlying 


- Monadism still remains to be mentioned. By’ its most 


recent advocates, Monadism appears to be regarded as a 
way of escape from the complete determinism with which 
the mechanistic scheme seems to threaten human life. 


_. -Tnasmuch as it treats feeling and striving—that is to say, 
. the fundamental characteristics of conscious life—as the. 


primary fact in the universe, it makes the idea of law 
_ derivative from that of activity. This isthe form in which 


* the theory meets us in Professor Ward’s recent Gifford | 
Lectures on Pluralism and Theism. Professor Ward pre- 
gents it, in the first instance, as developed by those whom he 


ieee calls Pluralists, some of whom might also be described as. oe : 
: BE agmatists ; but, so far as 1 am able to judge, he accepts the Be oe 
. oe main position as his own. On this view, then, we do not 

. : : | start with an established order, a reign of law, or system of ee 

conditions within which purposive action (and all action) Le 
takes place. Pluralism, we are told,’ ‘attempts to get 
a behind all this’; it ‘undertakes to explain how this orderli- S 

us _ mess: has itself ae developed ’. * ‘The fixed laws and stable — : i 
co paige. of the world have been gradually evolved, a ae Ue 
me : “Ch. » The Realm of Ends, or si luralism ¢ and i Theism, PP. ae See 
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itis eed as a eae of the behaviour to one sioner 
of the active individuals which ultimately compose the 
universe. They represent the result, that is to say, of the 
‘action and reaction of these psychical individua in their 


struggle for the best modus vivendi.! Professor Ward ap- 
plies here the idea, so prominent in his own ‘Psychology ’ : 


subjective selection. This idea is, of course, both true and 
fruitful, as commonly applied in psychology and biology. 

But extending the conception heyond the usual psychologi- — 
cal and biological limits, Professor Ward seems to accept, 
or at least seriously: to entertain, the statement which he 
quotes from C. S. Peirce that ‘matter is effete mind, in- 
veterate habits becoming physical laws’. He speaks re- 
peatedly of nature in this sense as ‘plastic’, and adapts 
the old scholastic distinction of natura naturata and natura 

naturans to express his meaning. ‘What is done, natura — 


to be made, with their usual sequel of trial and: error and 
ao possible eventual success.’ : eee: 


of habits and automatisms as essentially secondary forma- _ : 
tions—deposits, so to speak, of actions originally due to 


- naturata—the decisions made, the habits formed, the cus- 

-. toms fixed—constitutes at any stage the routine, the general Oe 
trend of things, within which future possibilities lie. What 
. is still to do, natura naturans, implies further spontaneity : ; | 
and growth—new detisions to be taken, fresh experiments = -_ 





‘But in the attempt to derive all tales oe pitas OBOE 


ie (pesto this ultra-pragmatism appears to overleap. Hself 5 : 
for surely the very consolidation of actions into. habits Coane 








: depends: upon the pre-existence of a stable system of con- | 


ditions. What meaning can | we attach to. actions. in oe, 
oe abstracto, apart from any environment? The laudable dee 


RC gine. to save spontaneity and. freedom. seems, by denying ae 







ee * The Realm. of Ends, 0 or "Pluralism and Theism, P. 80. 


: necessity, altogether, to. fall. into the other extreme of pure | oe ce 
chance. Tt would obviously, be. unfair to make Frclene oes 
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_ Ward responsible for everything that Mr. Peirce may say, | 
- but some of the passages in the article from which the 
7 above quotation was taken,’ and in particular its conclusion, | 


are too remarkable to be passed over without notice. | 
‘Law’, says Mr. Peirce, ‘is par excellence the thing that 


wants a reason’; and so he sets about ‘accounting for the 
laws of nature and for uniformity in general’, i.e. for the 
fact of law or order at all. The only possible way of account- : 
ing for them, he proceeds, is ‘to suppose them results of: an 
evolution’; and he adds that ‘this supposes them not to _ 
be absolute, not to be obeyed precisely. It makes an ele- 


ment of indeterminacy, spontaneity or absolute chance ih: 
nature.’ And the article concludes with this startling picture 


of the way in which we may conceive the generation of 


law and order, the growth of cosmos out of chaos: ‘In 
the beginning, infinitely remote,’ we may suppose, “there 
was a chaos of unpersonalised feeling which, being without 
connection or regularity, would properly be without exist- 


-ence.? This feeling, sporting here and there in pure arbi- 





 trariness, would have started the germ of a generalising 
- tendency. Its other sportings would be evanescent, but this 

would have a growing virtue. Thus the tendency to habit 
- would be started; and from this, with the other principles 


of evolution, all the regularities of the universe would be 





evolved. At any time, however, an element of pure chance 


survives, and will remain until the world becomes an 


absolutely perfect, rational and symmetrical system, in — 


which mind is at last agcmmens in the infinitely distant Cee 
ne future.’ ) . 


Twill not trust +t myself to cfarametice this extracrdinary Oe eae 


ey attempt to evolve out of ue chaos the very conditions of ee hy 


Paes The Architectonic of Theories’ in the Monist, January 186, vol. i. a a 

pe ‘161 et seq. AROS ae eS 
Ss 2 What this means 1 eonieas I ‘to ‘not Sideestand: presumably it de- re 
ay pends: on some + Adioaymeray 3 in Me ne terminology. oi 
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a - evolution itself. I should not fat thought it worth men- 
tioning, indeed, but for Professor Ward’s S approving quota- 
tion from the article. Professor Ward himself, it is fair to — 
say, while he notes that certain pluralists, ill-advised, as 
he deems them, have not hesitated to draw this conclusion 
of absolute contingency, and have even proposed the term 
*Tychism’ to describe their doctrine, denies the start 


dom. But so long as he maintains the foregoing account 


And one cannot forget that Professor Ward, both in his 


his countenance to the idea of contingency, by represent- 


- spontaneity of animated beings when they and their actions — 


with chaos, and introduces a distinction between what he | 
calls the contingency of chance and the contingency of free- _ 


of the origin of physical law,,it is difficult to see how he. 
can logically escape the consequences which he repudiates. 


earlier course of Gifford Lectures and in this one, has lent | oe. 


| ing the uniformity of natural law as. comparable to that. oe 
of a statistical average, which gives results that are con- a : 
stant for large aggregates but cover an indefinite amount of 
-variation j in individual cases. Statistical results, as he puts , 
it in his recent volume’, ‘ frequently hide the diversity | and 





are taken en masse. This diversity and spontaneity’ (he 
- adds) ‘are held to ‘be fundamental: and the orderliness « 
ol vand regularity we. now observe, to be the result ofconduct, > 
oo) hot its presupposition.’ But, at the atomic level contem- > 
plated, it is difficult to see what scope there is for spon- 
a _taneity, unless it is. ‘taken to mean a power of reacting. = 
. differently i in identical circumstances ; fora different mode . 





| sot reaction to a different stimulus. ds: just what is implied ey ay 
in the idea of law which it is sought to repudiate Or get 
behind. Professor Bosanquet, who traverses this whole eee 










* Realm if Ends, B. 433. 


i line. of argument, ‘points out that relevancy, rather than» eae 
uniformity, i is the proper designation of the scientific postu oo 





"Reali ‘of Bnds.p: 45a: ct Naturalism and Agnosticism, vol ii, P. pat 
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Tate of oe, i.e. appropriate reaction, remaining the same 
: doubtless when the circumstances are the same, but a a 
ing with every change of circumstance—the principle, i 

_ short, that ‘for every difference there must be a reason x 
So that fineness of adjustment, precision and relevancy of 
determinate response, should mean at once the perfection 


of the living intelligence and the completest realizatiom of 


law. To take spontaneity in any other sense ‘ sets us wrong ree 

ab initio in our attitude to the characteristics of conscious-_ 
ness, teaching us to connect it with eccentricity and caprice | 
instead of with system and rationality’. The argument | 
from statistics seems intended to prove that the uniformity 
on the whole which appears in physical movements is a 
- mere average, each individual movement being due to the 
‘* spontaneity’ of the individual particle and varying pos- 
- sibly in one direction or the other, and in greater or less 
degree, from the mean which the law formulates. But _ 


what is gained for the cause of spiritual freedom by endow- 


ing particles with a spontaneity of this kind, it is not easy 
to see, Action cannot be intelligibly considered apart from 


+ the ideas of stimulus and response, and when it is so con- 
_ sidered, spontaneity can only mean unhampered response 








- according to the joint nature of. te interacting factors. 





case. The didea ‘of spontaneity in the abstract, apart from sucht 
a reference, must reduce itself to sheer wilfulness, and lead 
us back to Peirce’s conception of ‘ feeling sporting here and (leo 
there in pure arbitrariness’. A system of unvarying natural ae 


- order is. demanded, it may be pointed out, in the service of Pe : 
| the higher | conscious life itself as the condition of reason- 
able action. It is instructive, fot example, to. ODSETVE 2.0 











ect Hume complaining of the pains and hardships which come - — 


to individuals from ‘ the conducting of the world by general 
ae oo laws’ and admitting | in the same breath that ‘if -every- He etna 
ven eee» were conducted by particular volitions, the course 2 of oo noe 


Le 2 of Priaviple of Individuality and Value, P. on 
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: ie would be perpetually ae and no man could 


e employ his reason in the conduct of life’. 






















Much the same criticism applies to thie general Hoon: 


of Monadism, if carried to its logical conclusion. What _ | 


are we to make of those monads towards the lower limit, 
those bare or naked monads, as Leibnitz called them, which — 
are simply a mens momentanea,. without memory or the 


i power of profiting by experience, and which therefore can : 


| only react immediately and to what is immediately given? 
If, in Professor Ward’s words, they are ‘ beings which have 
only external relations to one another, or rather for which 
as the limit of our regress, the distinction of. internal and 
external ceases to hold’, how does their behaviour to one 
another differ from a case of méchanical interaction as 
ordinarily understood? And if the two are indistinguish- 

able, what is the use of the monadistic construction? 
Might we not as well have accepted the realm of physical — 


law to begin with, as the substructure of the spiritual, cn 
and, so far as we can see, the necessary presupposition of 


individual experience? On the hypothesis of Pan-psychism, 


it has been said,” ‘what becomes of the material incidents ; : ae 


of life—of our food, our clothes, our country, our bodies? | 


Is it not obvious thateour relation to these things is essential — 


5 . to finite being, and that if they are in addition subjective 
ne v sychical centres their subjective psychical quality is one 

















which, so far as: realized, would destroy their function ander) 
character for us?’ In other words, it is as things, as exter ee 
malities, that they function in our life, not as other selves; 
if we had to treat them as other selves, their characteristic 
being would disappear. We conclude, therefore, that db- 
- solutely nothing is gained, and much confusion is ntTOR yd 
caged duced, ‘by: resolving external nature into an aggregate of mony 
: tiny, minds or, still worse, OF. ‘small ‘pieces of mind-stuff’ oo, 


: a | 2 Dialogues, Part re: ee es 
a i = Bepananes: Inividnality ond 1 Vale, P. 8, ch “2. 194, 
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It is sufficient for the purposes of Idealism that nature as 
a whole should be recognized as complementary to mind, 
and possessing therefore no absolute existence of its own 
apart from its spiritual completion; just as mind in turn ‘ 
~ would be intellectually and ethically void without a world : 


to furnish it with the materials of knowledge and of duty. . 
ae Both are necessary elements ofa single system, ew: 


| 2 See Supplementary Note A to Second Edition, p. 410. 


























LECTURE x 
IDEALISM AND MENTALISM 


ae aN FURTHER point requires elucidation. The astra te 
oe wé have reached—the doctrine of the self-conscious life as 
organic to the world or of the world as finding completion 
and expression in that life, so that the universe, as a com- ey 
plete or self-existent fact, is statable only in terms of mind— 
‘this is the doctrine historically known as Idealism, some- 
times described in recent discussion as objective, tran-. 
-scendental or absolute Idealism, according to its historical 
origin and colouring or the special emphasis of the con- 
troversy. But Idealism also means historically the doctrine 


—the familiar Berkeleian doctrine that esse is percipi, or, 


~. position that the existence of unthinking things is a con- 


that the being of things i is dependent on their being known — oe 


me as some later transcendentalists have modified it, that 
esse is intelligi—which yields directly Berkeley’s further | | 





_ tradiction in terms, and therefore, as he puts it, ‘nothing — Se 
properly but Persons, i.e. conscious things, do exist. All other tiles 
things are not so mitch existences as manners of the exiss 9° 


ae tence of persons’. _ This position, in the typical form ee 











: given to it by Berkeley, i is more specifically known as ‘Sub- . ae ie 
jective Idealism, but the fundamental argument on which ves 8 
At is based—the dependence of being on beng known—re- ae 


; ta. the Commonplace Book, ‘Works, Vol. £ p. 50 ee Fraser's edition ar 
Ok: 1901). Ch Mr. Bradley's statements (Appearance. and Reality, 9 a ae 





ae 144): : ‘We perceive, on. reflection, that to be real, or even barely” e ee 
Le exist, . ‘must be to fall within. sentience. Sentient experience, in short, 












te. reality, and what is not this is not real... 2 Fe 
volition... are all the material for. existence? 





Bn Be 4a. he 


hought, ead oo eS 
ssor Taylor ee 
“ses ‘ginal: isoginge? in his Elements of M siabhysics pe 347: ‘Weare 
hes acre that seality. is 3 exclusively composed 9 ot f psychical fact. Pe see 
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mains» he: same in ‘those transcendental’ eens which’. Le 
we endeavour to avoid the private or individualistic. character Sf ae 
vot: Berkeley’s doctrine by bringing in an All-Knower to 9 0 0005 
_ maintain in existence the world of objects which we recog- a 
- mize in common, and which we usually think of as existing: 
quite irrespective of whether they are known or not known, 
ROR: this. characteristic position the term Mentalism, which fe : 
owe appear to owe to the late Professor Sidgwick,! would a 
~ seem to be a more appropriate name than the overdriven 
and many-coloured term Idealism, and I propose to use ~ 
bie ae consistently in that sense throughout the present lecture. 
oe Mentalism, in its older form, was the object of Thomas 
Poe Reid’s attack in this very University of Aberdeen a century 
os and a half ago; and it is matter of common knowledge that 
the opening years of the twentieth century have been 
marked, on both sides of the Atlantic, by a strong attack 
on the fundamental tenet of Mentalism on the part of 
thinkers who call themselves Realists or Neo-Realists. Into 
the whole of this controversy it would be impossible, as 
well as hardly relevant, to enter here. But I feel it to be 
_. important, if misconception is to be avoided, to free the 
position I am defending from any supposed dependence on — 
. the Mentalistic doctrines which haveroften been used to 
- support it, but which I agree with the Realists in considering i 
ae untenable. oe ARR 
First, then, we must admit that the argument so per- ees 
-— suasively_ stated by Berkeley is essentially circular. Wel oe 
oe apne conceive, the existence of material things apart from oe. 






















ee cut In his poishunions Tectutes on Philosophy its Scope and Relations; cee 
ve | Sidgwick extends the scope of the term so as to include not only Sensa- 
: . tionalists and. Idealists (whom he calls Pure. Mentalists), but also Phe-. : “ate 3 f me 
Ce - nomenalists or Relativists, who do not deny. the existence of matter ine 
os : . dependently of mind, but hold that we can have no knowledge of itasso . : a e ee 
ae existing. | See pp. 61-2. The term is not to be found in Baldwin’s Die- 
~ Honary of Philosophy, but I note that Professor Bosanquet has recently ee 
employed. it in his. Adamson Lecture on The p Dastinction: between Mind eer sn 
oe vane iEs s Objects (et3). fae | Shep Me BO pede a yee ae 
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a mind which perceives or knows them, because, as Berkeley 


conceived or unthought of’, which is a plain contradiction. _ 
The mind in the attempt inevitably introduces itself, but, 

‘taking no notice of itself’, fails to observe that it has 
_vitiated the experiment. This i is what an American Realist, 

in a phrase worthy of Kant, in its full-flavoured technicality, — 


centre of its own world, the presupposition of all its knowl- — 
edge; it is impossible, in the nature of the case, to extrude 
effort to conceive them. Berkeley proves that they cannot 


ego, and also that we cannot say anything about them except 
as known, so that out of that relation they are to us, in 


method of approach cannot possibly prove that they do not : 


Be ie that being-in-that-relation constitutes their existence. On 





a himself puts it, we are trying to ‘ conceive them existing un-— a 


m has dubbed ‘ the ego-centric predicament ’. The Ego is the. a 


it. But that of itself decides nothing as to the existence of oo 
things before or after they were known, and apart from the = 


‘exist in the knowledge relation without implying a mind or oo 


a Kantian phrase, as good as nothing at all. But this ee fete 
exist out of that relation; it cannot prove Berkeley’ Ss thesis : 


the contrary, we should all say, prima facie, that being saa 
known makes no difference to the existence of anything real. 

ae The Mentalist w#l no doubt admit, as Berkeley himself + 
does, that things known have an obvious independence of the 
individual subject ; but he will still insist that their being | Pe 
. consists in their presence to a universal consciousness, an ie ee 
_ All-Knower, who, by knowing them, maintains them, soto __ 
| speak, in existence. This is, more particularly, the. tran- 
ve _ scendental variety of Mentalism. But af knowledge ha: Ss the | coe 
| same meaning im the *wo cases, he existence of a thing’ can | oe 


: ee “no more depend on God’s knowing it than on my knowing tt 
ee And! hence it will be noticed that most versions of this theory, ; 
Ch An speaking of the universal ‘Knower, introduce phrases 














like a creative consciousness, a perceptive understanding ee 
which origins the matter as wella as s the form of it its s obj obiecte, ee 
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~- bad SO “forth: But in so doing they entirely alter ‘he sone | 
“ tions. | No doubt the phrases used are exceedingly obscure, © 
and not always consistently applied ; but the general impli- 
cation is that the creative subject conveys into the object 
- gomething of his own being. Sometimes the process is 
_ described as a self-externalization or outering of itself on the 
part of ‘the subject. But however it may be described, it 
is this act which, as it were, supplies the object to be known: 
it is not the knowing, as such, that constitutes or makes the 
- object. The change in phraseology is, in short, a tacit _ 
acknowledgement of the principle that in every case knowl-_ 
edge presupposes a reality, which it kngws but does not 


make.’ 


But the point for us is that this transcendental idealism 
is just Berkeleian idealism in excelsis, Berkeleianism uni- 
_ versalized and applied on the cosmic scale; and the reasoning 
_ is, therefore, of the same circular character. This may be 
_ very clearly seen in Ferrier’s philosophy, which is perhaps 


the clearest statement of this form of idealism. Ferrier ex- 
- -pressly recognizes Berkeley as ‘the first to swell the current 
of that mighty stream of tendency towards which all modern 
| meditation flows, the great gulf stream of Absolute Ideal- 
ieee ASI ; and in his own theory he claims to present Berkeley’s. 
sige principle purged of Berkeley’s sensationalism. Accordingly | 
the central propositions of his Institutes all turn on ‘ the 


os inseparability of the objective and the subjective ’, that is; 2 a 
oe go on Lae Becessary oe of the saject in every act of a . ae es os 


es + Berkeley else has recourse to ‘God. in a moge naive way, to. account 


ie eae the persistence of objects in the intervals of finite percipience and,in 


general, for the permanence and order of the material world. But it wilt 





be remembered that he gives no account of the mode in which sensible __ 
objects are present to the divine consciousness; this apparently occurred 

to him as a difficulty after his chief works were written, for he touches 

pon it in Siris, In general, he treats our sense-experience simply asan 

> effect of the divine will, and this may perhaps be taken as another way 

CA OR: acknowledging that more : than owe | is Amplied in the constitu- eee aS 


an i ton. Of pany, z salty. 
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: knowledge. ‘ ‘ Object plus subject is the apselutes in cogni- 60s 
tion,’ the unit in knowledge; ‘matter mecum,’ he other- 
wise expresses it, ‘ thoughts or mental states together with 
_ the self or subject.’ ® Matter per se (and the same applies tO ae 
an Ego per se) thus ‘lapses into a contradiction; it becomes 
a mere absurdity’; ‘it is not simply the inconceivable by 
-. us, but the absolutely inconceivable in itself.’ And the con- 
' clusion thus based upon the analysis of knowledge in the 
_. first part of the work (the Epistemology) istranslatedin the = 
_ third part into an Ontology or theory of Being: ‘Absolute. wg 
_ existence is the synthesis of the subject and the object... : 
4 - the concentration of the Ego and non-ego; in other words, a 
the only true and real and independent existences are minds- 
{ together-with- that-which-they -apprehend.’ And the one ab- 
| solute existence which is strictly necessary is ‘a supreme 
‘and infinite and everlasting Mind in synthesis. with: all. 
| things” ? The whole volume, with its elaborate series, of 








. propositions and demonstrations, is too patently. only a | 







statement and re-statement of the ego-centric predicame’ 
. Moreover, the result of this line of argument, even if we were 
- to take it as legitimately reached, seems more valuable than — 
PIE Ass for the Ego, gained, whether human or divine, is no. 
eqnére than. the bare. form of consciousness. In our analy sis. : 
we have allowed ourselves to become the victims of the eye- a 
_ metaphor, the -spectator-theory of consciousness. - Instead oe 
of treating the subject as the organic unity of the psychical a 
content, this theory, lifts it out of ‘the living process alto- oud 
gether, and sets it like a static eye in. position over against a 
dts states or ideas,, to. which it is. related, accordingly, as. : 
 akind of abstract and unchanging unit or point of reference. | 
Phe: Ego, we are told, is not the ideas and states, it has them. | 
PS But an n Ego or subject thus ‘conceived stands | in a 2 merely 















- “Institutes of Metaphysics, 7 B. 137 (ection i ‘proposition 4, , obser 





2 Tbid., pp. m1 : 522 (section 3 3 , Propositions 10 > and i). ee K “ 
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formal unity or, to vary the metaphor, it is like an empty — 


everlasting mind in synthesis with all things means no more 
than the necessity of such an abstract point of reference, its” 
_ existence seems hardly worth contending for. And yetI do | 
- not, think that this kind of epistemological demonstration we 
can yield us more’: 












external telation: to its content: it. is. the abstraction of a 


vessel into which the content is packed. If the proof of an 


We reach, I am afraid, a very Seas result in Green. 





Green’s theory moves in a Kantian atmosphere. Hiss och. 


| of. knowing. Green, perhaps with Fesrier in his mind, 
~ acknowledges that it is unwarrantable ‘ to assume, because 
all reality requires thought to conceive it, that therefore 
: thought i is the condition of its existence’. But although we 
- cannot take up this general position, we may, he thinks, 
arrive at the same result by observing that what we call the 
real world consists of things in relation to one another, or, 
as Green tends on the whole. to. Says. consists. of. selatians 
_ Knowledge of relation implies ‘a combining agency’ 













“ea! Of the terms, produces ‘a real unity df the manifold’ by 
setting them in relation to one another, viewing them, for 
ee example, as successive or co-existent, as similar, or as related 
: ood the way of ¢ 
ae One: of the many ways s yhicte consticate: facts metnbers SE: 
a cofmmon world. And as we are obliged to believe that — 
relations are somehow real apart from our individual knowh | 
edge of them, ‘we must recognize as *the condition of this _ 
boc reality: the action of some unifying principle analogous to. 
oe. that of our understanding’; for ‘relations can only exist for 


a “Hetuates system of relations’, and formulates his i inquiry, ‘What isim--  _ 
plied in there being such a oS all-inclusive systera: of relations?" 
OF  Pralegoman #0. , BEM, a), ee 


















Spiritual Principle is directly derived from Kant’s doctrine — 
of the synthetic unity of apperception present in every act 


‘unifying principle’ which, while maintaining the distinction 












MB He identifies ‘the conception of nature’ with that of a single all- : 
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. a thinking consciousness ’. Tv he synthetic eae is ‘thus 


taken to be ‘ the basis not eae of our knowledge of unix: 
form relations between phenomena but of there being those * 


uniform relations. The source of the relations and the 


i source of our knowledge of them is one and the same,’ ‘the — | 


consciousness [namely] which constitutes oe and a 


the world one,’ ‘ the all-uniting consciousness’. Relations — 


| ‘only exist for or through the action of [this] unifying and , 


- self-distinguishing spiritual subject’. Consciousness, he says 


again, is ‘the medium and sustainer’ of relations. The 
eternal consciousness is “the spirit tor. which the relations ; 
of the universe exist’. . pagel 
Now, as William Tastes in his oe of ‘ gadicat- 
empiricist’, so often pointed out, this argument really — 
starts from the assumption of atomistic and unrelated — 
— sensations, such as we find it, for example, in Locke and — 


Hume. According to this defunct psychology (which was, it... 


‘must be remembered, the presupposition and the raison d’étre — 
of the Kantian scheme), what is given to us in sensation is 


o - mere multiplicity or disjunction. All unity and relatedness — 


thus comes to be explained, by Hume, as a fiction of the. 
imagination, and, by Kant, as superinduced upon. the mat- — 
ter of sense by the synthetic, activity of thought. | ‘Thought, oe 


_ in Green’s phrase, is ‘the combining agency’ which, acting | 


as it were ab extra on the sensational flux, transforms | 


: ee into a world of permanently related objects. But, as James © 
a “quite unanswerably urges, if relations between objects are 
ooo din any. way real, they must be represented in feelmg just. | 
as ‘much as the objects which are said to be related. ‘ We | 
ought to say a feeling of “and”, a feeling of EP a a. 
feeling: of “but”, and a feeling of “by”, quite as teadily . 







ene a we ‘say. a feeling of blue ora feeling of cold. 3 And 3 it 


'Prolegoinena to Ethics, pp. 32, 53. ek rae ugh oh 
? These quotations are all from. the first 2 ‘and second chapters of the ie Y 


ee Prolegomens to > Ethics. ‘See i in n particular pp. 35 43> 52-3, 68, Be 
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may be taken as admitted ; in recent discussion that ihauoht | 
in operating upon sense and transforming it, as it undoubt- 
edly does, does not infuse into sense anything which was — 
not already there in sensuous form.’ The unity of experi- 
ence, so far as it is unified and connected, is just as real 
and primitive a fact as its variety, and we do not require 


_ the apparatus of a special principle to constitute and sus- _ 
- tain relations any more than to sustain existence in general. ee 
- Green’s argument, therefore, reduces itself to that co Fere' ce 5 


rier for ‘an everlasting mind in synthesis with all things’. 
_ Green’s eternal consciousness, moreover, is described 
exactly as if it were an enlarged human mind, built upon 
the same pattern of relational thought, but having spread 
- out before it a complete intellectual scheme of the cosmic 
relations, which is partially and intermittently present 
to finite minds—‘ communicated ’ to them, as he frequently 
says, by this eternal spiritual principle. But we want more 
than a conceptual scheme of this sort to give us the kind 
of reality and independence which all theories are forced 
to attribute to the world of sense-perception. To think of 


the world as a permanent presentation, self-presented to 
a a an eternal percipient, does not meet the case, unless we : 
> confer upon the presentation just that degree of distinct | 
Se and independent being which makes it a real object con- 
: templated by the eternal percipient, and therefore capable 
of being similarly contemplated by other minds. Green’s | 





own account is extremely vague as to the sense in which ce : 
one understands the spiritual principle to ‘sustain’ and 







“constitute ’ nature. He talks of it most frequently as - ae ees 
‘present to’ the facts, and by its presence relating them 


to one another. He talks at other times—pretty frequently ae 







eof the ‘action’ or the ‘ activity’ of the principle ime 


‘constituting’ ‘or. ‘making’ nature ; but the agency appears S 


oon examination to be simply the combining and rel ating ae 3 
» 245. CE. Essays 8 im + Radical Empiricism, Pp. ae ioe 





4 + Psychology, vol. ip 
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_ from which he started.? | 

In fact, the more closely we examine Green’ S statements, 

a the more unsatisfactory appears the result reached by his 
_ argument. He talks of it habitually as a spiritual prin- 
: ciple, and describes it more fully as ‘a single active self-con- _ 


of his long Introduction to Hume: ‘ The recognition of a 
conscious een designation of which as “ mind”, 


which is a. self-determined, and thinks.’ But. the 

nature of the transtendental argument is enough to remind 

us that, as it is with reference to the system of nature that — 
the principle has been deduced, it is nothing out of that 


coos oad nauseam in English Hegelian writers as ‘a principl ° 
unity’) The unity of apperception, ‘Kant teaches in hi 
Deduction, is precisely equivalent to. the idea: of nature asa 
unity, or at least the one idea is the obverse of the other. 

So Green tells us: “That the unifying principle should, dis- 


the condition of the unification ; but it must not be sup- : 


ee the unifying principle, or this principle another nature re 08 


a Soe in “knowledge—! the anifying action of spirit —- “ 


. scious principle ’,? Or, as he puts it in the closing sentence . _ aes 
i: _ system of nature logically carries with it that of a self a 


» human”, ersonal”’, is of secondary im portance, bat = 
cP 


_ reference, and it is what in that reference it does. Now oon 
what it does i in relation to the manifold world is simply to. | 
unify it. Hence the designation of the principle almost : 








tinguish itself from the manifold which it unifies j iS;, indeed, sok 


Pen : posed that the manifold has a nature of its own apart fr om ee 


eee p. 43. On D. 34 it is Steaccibed as ‘an agent ‘which distingnishés itself Se 
: oe 4 Hoh the feelings, uniting them in their severalty, making them equally 
present in their succession’. Cf. p. 53: ‘the consciousness which con- 

~~ stitutes reality and makes the world: one’. In a different context (p. 78) 





he: speaks of our partial knowledge of the universe as rendered possible 






oe through ‘the continued action of the eternal, consciousness in and upon ee 


the sentient life’. But the reference here is to the ideal of completed ee 









Bierefore, does not Dear on the equeshica we are € specially considering. 


knowledge as operative in a. growing experience; and the apr essiOn, ” i 

















its own aoa ftom what it does in telation to the manifold. : 
world. There is no separate particularity, in the agent, 
on the one side and the determined world as a whole, on the — 

other. ... The world has no character but that given it by 


this action, the agent no character but that which it gives 


aie itself in this action.’ ! Consequently, as he says in another 
: place, ‘the concrete whole may be described indifferently aS | 
aa: eternal intelligence realised in the related facts of the 0 


x THE EMPTY FORM OF THE EGO 199 - 


world or as a system of related facts rendered possible by 


such an intelligence’? ‘All things in the world are deter- — 
- mined by it, in the sense that they are determined by each. 
other in a manner that would be impossible oa for its equal 


self- distinguishing presence to them all’ * As such an 


impartial presence, the eternal consciousness becomes, in a 
phrase of Mr. Balfour's, just ‘the bare geometrical point 
-. through which must pass all the threads which make up the 

web of nature’;* or, as we may say, it is the ideal focus 


into which the system of relations is reflected, the empty 


form of the Ego or consciousness in general, the dot upon 
-. the i, which the theory of knowledge exacts.° 


This is the same result as we reached before in Ferrier’s 


oo case, and it seems to confirm our view of the fallacious 
fades character of any direct argument from. the conditions of 
en knowledge to the theorem of an All-Thinker and-of the..." 
universe as the system of his thought. It confirms also the | mene es 
.  nugatory nature of any conclusion that could possibly be 0 8 
owe _ teached by stich a method, even if valid. The formal Ego, ares 
= _ which i is all that the mentalistic argument yields, is of no | 
oe real account, What difference does | ‘it make whether we ee 


.% . 


t pp. 80-1. oe oD, 38. | foe e. 82 (italics ineye: 


Se nee: *Inan article on f Green’ S$ Metaphysics of Knowledge’ M ind, vol. ix, eae 
. p. oe (1884). | oe es 
"© So Card, speaks of the ¢ consciousness of God (which, hed is insisting, CO age 
He aoe ‘is involved in the consciousness of self) as ‘the. consciousness of the 
i universal unity or centre which all Anowledge dinplies ; (Critical Philos- oe genes ae : 
ee ory ok Kant, vol i, DB. 5): : | eg ee a aa ae 
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oS repaid nature as existing per se, or insist that all her proc- 
esses are registered i in a mind, if that mind is nothing but 


such a register or impartial reflection of the facts? I do 
not think, therefore, that any such short cut to the desired a 


| true, as I have argued all along, that we cannot take nature’ 
- asexisting per se; it has to be taken as an element ina whole. 


_ consciousness or living experience. Familiar with values in 
our own experience, we feel it impossible to conceive any- 
thing devoid of value (such as an unconscious material — 
system would be) ,as ultimately real or self-subsistent, in 


so mutch an argument perhaps as an absolute conviction, but — 
_ itis, I think, a conviction whose reasonableness is sustained 
“by the unreasonableness of the opposite hypothesis. | 


assumes the character of a means or intermediary towards 
“San end, in’ so: far as conscious centres of existence alone _ 


goal is likely to take us there. Ultimately, I believe it is +s 


cee which cannot be expressed except | in terms of conscious 
values. All values depend on feeling, on some form of 


_ other words, asa whole, ares completa. It isthismoralim-- 
possibility, I think, as much as the speculative contradiction => 
of a world existing absolutely unknown, that is the driving- 2 
power of the idealistic argument. In both its aspects the : 
argument may be impeached as circular in its proof. It is not . : 






| Spirit, we believe, therefore, is the terminus ad quem of oe 
nature. As it has ebeen finely expressed by an Eastern 2 
ae os thinker, ‘all external things, were formed that. the ‘soul Be 
oe S “might know itself and be free’. - Unconscious nature thus ee 





possess that degree of ‘separateness and independence which Ee 
would: justify the term creation in their regard. Such — ees 








terms : as creation, means and end demand, as we shall find, 


3, Kapila 





coe rigid scrutiny, which may leave little of their ordinary Sa 
meaning attaching to them when they are used to describe 

the ultimate conditions of the universe. But with that = 
reserve they still remain useful and intelligible modes of 
(quoted in Professor A. G ‘Hoge’ s Karma and. Redemption) : | 3 
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| indicating a, ei Genesee: within the world of facts as" 
known. The instrumental or. mediating function of the 

_ material world was the larger idealistic truth which underlay es 
the mentalistic form of Berkeley's argument. And that 


may, I think, be held along with a frankly realistic acomNGs a 
towards external nature. 


_ Hume epigrammatically described Beiheiay'® s arg uments ae | 
as admitting of no answer but producing no conviction. The he 
apparent unanswerability was due, however, to the pre- — 


suppositions common to both thinkers; and modern analysis 


- successfully exposes the failure to distinguish in the am-— 
biguous word ‘idea’ between the act of knowing and the 
object known, on which ambiguity Berkeley’s identification 

of the object and the sensation really rests.* In all knowl- 

edge there is the reference to an object beyond the process 
itself; and this realistic implication is so imbedded in lan- 


guage that subjective idealism achieves its apparent success 


- only by tacitly presupposing the real object which it attempts 
| to deny. The distinction between the act or the subjective 
process and the object applies as much to the knowledge 
| of our own states, when these are introspectively observed, 
as to the knowledge of anything else; and there is no~ 
escngete justification, therefore, for the traditional theory, on which - 
"Mentalism bases, that we know only our own states directly 
vemos Spi all other things representatively through — Knowle 
pee . vedge,: as the modern realists sometimes say, is ‘a unique Ee 
oo orelation’, which cannot be explained by sialysiee it-intos< ees 
a anything simpler, or by the use of physical and quasi-physical _ es 
ee “metaphors. ‘The knower is everywhere in direct relation = 
: with his object, and we know all kinds of objects on = 
oe ve aee terms. There is no more difficulty in knowing Bae ila 


eae ae Th truth the object und the sensation are . the same thing: anid Sane Oe 

li a8 therefore be abstracted from each other’ (Principles of Human Knowl-. Pee 

edge, section 5). This noteworthy ‘but too Sanperous pargeeeey was wn hg sel ee 
ee withdrawn i in the second edition. os: he | ee 
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hg material. thing than there is in knowing the memory- 


be image of it or any other purely subjective phenomenon. 




















" finite minds—as Berkeley of course is almost at once com- 
bes pelled to do—it is no legitimate way out of the difficulty 


io them simpliciter to the will of an Infinite Spirit, or to treat 


- pility of identifying the object with our own state should 


~The unconvincingness of the mentalistic argument is due, 
therefore, to its real unsoundness—a very simple and 
sufficient ealanation, which | | naturally did not occur to 
| Hume. | ste ey 
And when we are forced to abandon the attempt to | 
identify perceived objects with the transient experiences of 


to fly off, as he does, to an ultimate generality, and refer ee 


them, with Green, as thought-relations permanently present _ 
to such a cosmic Mind. That is to reverse the true order of 

going, and is really an attempt to evade the full consequences 
of our failure. For an acknowledgement of the impossi- 








have as its result just the recognition of the independent 
reality of the object as we know it. ‘Ultimately, no doubt,’ a 
as I have said, if the larger idealism is to be maintained, the 
independence attributed to the material world cannot be 
taken as the assertion of its existence as a brute fact. per ‘Se 
It must be seen as afn element in a whole, with a specific 


function within that whole. But how this real system of 









externality, on which as finite spirits we depend, is related : 


to us; for to answer such a question would mean to tran: ee 
-. scend the very conditions of our separate individuality. | Wels’ 
can but dimly apprehend that, to such an experience, nature. 
cannot be external in tlfe way in which it necessarily istothe = 


to or included in an absolute experience, is necessarily dark |." 





ae - finite minds which TE shapes: and fills | And just because 







the two experiences are not in this respect im pari materia, = 
_ the mode in which nature is included in the Absolute cannot) 
ae be expected to throw light on the question in debate between ae 





: mentalist and realist. But, at b any. fates to treat t the system : 


t 
* 
ye 

i 
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of nature (as Berkeley does) as the effect in finite centres of 

an abstract Will, is to evade the real difficulty altogether ; 8a 
and to fig gure its ultimate reality (as Green seems constantly : 


inclined to do) as that of a system of thought-relations is 
so astonishingly meagre and incredible an account of the 


mighty fact in question that it explains Mr. Bradley’s 


famous protest against the dissolution of the world imto 
‘some spectral woof of impalpable abstractions, or un- xs 


earthly ballet of bloodless categories ’. 


> And if it is unnatural and completely unconvincing to a 
treat nature as a set of ideas or intellectual processes in 

a world-mind, conceived after the pattern of our own, it 
-- geerns to me no less unnatural, as I argued in the previous 
_ lecture, to coin nature into the small change of an infinite 
number of monads or little minds. Both theories are, in 
fact, prompted by the same difficulty; and the expedient. 


adopted is, in principle, identical. The difficulty is to con- 


ceive the unconscious thing with no central unity of feeling, 
however vague, to give it individuality and existence for. 


itself. And it seems an easy way out of the difficulty either 
to put a mind—a speck, as it were, of consciousness— — 


behind each of the minutest atoms or ions into which 
_ physical science resolves the world, *or to supply the cen- 
ie trality by treating the material system en bloc as the object. 
ol a cosmic mind. In both cases there is the attempt to 


escape froma difficulty by a general hypothesis which runs 


counter to the direct suggestion of the facts, and which oe 

re necessarily, therefore, ‘produces no conviction’—has no. 

vital meaning , that is to say, for our experience. What ee: 
oo. relevance has since theory to the lapping of the waves, the Ds 

he summer rain, or the wind among the trees, to. Nature’ ona ee 

re eo a is Berkeley himself ata later period came to eee He douches: o a : Bn 
a ‘though very slightly—in Siris on the mode in which nature may be fs. . 

ee ceived as present to the divine consciousness. eke ce 


Sp 2 At the close of his Logic, in 1883. Such an abstract intellectualism, ie os | 
ae a he Bays, ‘strikes « as ‘cold and shost-like, as fhe dreariest materialism”. be 

















































during peace— 
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aspects of impersonal vastness, of resistless power, or en-— 
The silence that is in the starry sky, 
The sleep that is among the lonely hills? | 


Both theories are intended, of course, as a demonstration 
of the idealist contention that the ultimate reality of the 








universe is spiritual. In both cases, however, the stress is 


~ laid on the bare form of consciousness. But the infinite 
multiplication of so-called conscious centres, which are ad- 
mittedly no more than the supposed inward aspect of purely _ 
mechanical reactions—the dynamics of a particle in psycho- 

logical terms—is no enrichment of the content of the uni- 
verse. sAnd nothing is gained, as we have seen, by the — 
formal abstraction of unity which figures in the mentalistic. 

demonstrations. The content of the universe is alone 
worth contending for—the reality of infinite values open to | 


appropriation and enjoyment by beings at a certain level _ 


_ of existence:? 
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LECTURE XI 


“THE ARGUMENT. OF THE FIRST COURSE. 


THE LOWER PANTHEISM AND THE DOCTRINE 
, OF ‘DEGREES’: 0 


Tee survey taken and the results reached in last year’s — 
course were of a somewhat general nature. In the opening — 
lecture we considered, as a kind of historical background 
and contrast, the remarkable discussion of theism by David 
Hume in his Dialogues concerning Natural Religion. Based 
as it was exclusively on the evidence of design in external 
nature, the attenuated theism of Hume’s conclusion 
afforded, in his own language, ‘no inference that affects 
- human life or can be the source of any action or forbear- 

ance,’ and this seemed scarcely what the idea of God had 
meant in human experience. I then sought to show that the 
idea of intrinsic value or worth, which Kant found in his 
analysis of moral experience, had been of determining influ- 


ence upon the modern discussion of man’s place in the 


scheme of things, thus shaping the view ‘faken of the ultimate 


character of the universe. Kant’s own presentation of the — 


ideas of God and immortality as postulated by our ethical 


experience was defective, it was urged, owing to the exter- 
_ nalism of his treatment, arising from the individualistic = = 
and consequently deistic habit of thought which he shared Oe ea oe oe 


_ with Hume and the eighteenth century generally. But 8 
as ~ the consciousness of value—the assertion of the objectivity. 265 
- of our fundamental estimates of value—remained central 


for Idealism in the long controversy with Naturalism . 


os _ which filled out the nineteenth century, and which still» aM ace 
| oe remains the specific form i if which the philosophic problem — Poe ee ee 
- _ sDresents iteelt 4 fo. > the modern mind.) As a Fioticne © states it, ” ee oo 


































See is the ‘question. of ‘the relation between what seems 
to us men the highest v value and existence as a whole’. 


the restriction of knowledge to the world of sense-percep- 
tion, as physical science conceives it, tended to suggest that 


experience were, after all, to be contrasted, as subjective 
interpretations and mere ideals or aspirations, with the — 
assured objectivity of scientific knowledge and of the 

mechanical world- -system which seemed to be its last word. 
Hence in many quarters the assertion of the principle of 
value took the form of a protest of the heart against the 


demands of our ethical and aesthetic nature were opposed 
as a shadow-land of the poetic imagination to the harsh 


. land of fancy; to a true idealism they are an intense vision 
_ of the foundations on which the universe is built. And we 
endanger the principle of value if we set one part of our. 

_ nature against another in this wae and associate the prin 4 
ciple with a campaign against ‘intellectualism ’ or, as some 
go the length of saying, against Reason. Any theory which — 
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The Kantian distinction between knowledge and belief, and ee 


BS the biological categories of life, the aesthetic perceptions — ; 2 
of beauty and sublimity, and the implications of ethical 


head, the feelings against the intellect; and in others, the — Wee 


reality of a scientific materialism. But ideals must speedily ‘. a 
wither if they are consciously realized to be but the cloud- 











- Jeaves us with an irreconcilable dualism between ‘supposed — nee 













J conclusions of the intellect and the ethico-religious inter-— 








ee “pretation of the world i is essentially a surrender to. scepticism, ESS 
and therefore an impossible resting-place for the human 
“mind, ‘Hence I urged that the vindication of human values a 
could only become effective and convincing when accém- 
: panied by the demonstration that the conclusions of 
nee Naturalism rest on a misinterpretation of the character of 2 : 
the: scientific theories on which it. founds—that Naturalism, pa aang 





in short, in ‘spite of its claims” to exclusive reality, is 0. 4 
more than the: ‘substantiation of | an abstraction or of a we 
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fragment that can exist only as an element in a larger. 


whole. The principle of value, in other words, should be — 


the informing principle of a coherent theory of reality 
instead of being put forward as a conviction which has, — 
as it were, an independent root in a separate part of our 
nature, and which, instead of issuing from reason, is repre- 
sented almost as a protest against reason. Aree 
_ The argument of the lectures which followed was in the 
3 main directed to establish this position. I showed in the 


fourth lecture how the development of biology as an in- — 


| dependent science had demonstrated the insufficiency of 
purely mechanical conceptions to describe even the most 
elementary facts of life. In passing from physical and 
chemical phenomena to the behaviour of living matter we 
find ourselves instinctively and of necessity driven to a new 
range of categories, if we are, I will not say to explain, 


_ but even accurately to describe, the characteristic features 
of the facts before us. Such an acknowledgement, I argued, 





does not mean an attempt to re-introduce miraculous inter- 
ferences, unbridgeable chasms and special creations. These 


ue are the apparatus of an arbitrary and external Super- 
.. naturalism, against which the protest of Naturalism was 
=~" entirely justified. Science. and philosophy alike support 

the demand for order and continuity. But nature, I said, 





is not the less nature, because it exhibits a scale of quali; 
tative differences; the principle of continuity is tisinter-. >. nc 









~ preted, if it Is supposed to imply a reduction of all the — 2 


ee facts of experience to the dead level of 2 single type. ‘lt : 2 oe Bet 

an ' i = important, [ suggested, to distinguish between the lower Oa 
mee and the higher Naturalism. The lower Naturalism is that = 
eae Ss which. seeks to merge man in the infra-human nature from See 
prs , _ which he draws his. origin—which consistently identifies ae 
Oe 8 the: cause of any fact with its temporal antecedents, and) Ls 
“ultimately equates the outcome of. a process with its starting- aes : 
point. A fuglter.. Naturalism will not t hesitate to Fecognize ao 
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he emergence of real differences where it sees them, with- 
out feeling that it is thereby establishing an absolute chasm _ 
_ between one stage of nature’s processes and another. What 
we have to deal with is the continuous manifestation of a 
single Power, whose full nature cannot be identified with 
the initial stage of the evolutionary process, but can only 
be learned from the course of the process as a whole, and — 
- most fully from its final stages. Although the appearance — 
of life is a peculiarly impressive instance of a synthesis © 
which refuses to be analysed into the merely physical and 
chemical facts which were its apparent antecedents, it is by 
no means the only one. Scientific thinkers, fighting against. 
the theological doctrine of special creation, have pointed to 
the phenomenon of crystallization as similarly inexplicable 
by the unguided forces of gravity and cohesion. And within 
the realm of life there is the passage from the vegetable to 
the animal, and in the realm of consciousness the passage — 
from instinct and association to the conceptual reason. In 


_ tional forms are philosophically irrelevant. The philosophi- : 


possibilities to the beings which it includes. — 
Clee no TEAS between the human ‘intelligence and its antecedent | 
: ~ conditions, between nature and man, that the idea of a 


philosophy and in ordinary thought. But it was the central 





all these cases, questions of historical origin or of transi- : 


cal point is that in each case we do pass to a new. plane or 
level of existence, qualitatively different from the preceding, oo 
and opening Up, thfough that difference, a new Tange: ‘OF tm 








chasm or absolute break is most deeply rooted, both in oe 


contention of the later lectures of the course that man 
must be taken as organic to nature. If we consisteftly — 
ee apply in this case the twin principles of continuity and 
ea immanence, I said, and steadily refuse to characterize the 





ae S nature of the world till, we have all the facts before us, some. ce ae 







of the most. persistent difficulties. of modern thought will ors 


te found 1 to disappear ‘The nature of the Power 2 at work | ae 
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in any process is only revealed, as has just been said, in 
the process as a whole, and the world is not complete 


: without man and his knowledge. The idea of nature as 
a completed system and of man as a spectator ab extra 


is essentially false. The intelligent being is rather to be 
regarded as the organ through which the universe beholds 
and enjoys itself. From the side of the higher Naturalisrn, 
I sought to emphasize man’s rootedness in nature, so that 
the rational intelligence which characterizes him appears as _ 
the culmination of a continuous process of immanent devel-_ 
_ opment. This organic point of view delivers us, I contended, 

from the difficulties which so sorely afflict modern philos- 
_ophy as to the relativity, or subjectivity, or phenomenality, 
of knowledge, and the impossibility of knowing things as 
they really are. These difficulties depend on the conception 
_ of the world as a finished fact independently existing, and 
an equally independent knower with a peculiar apparatus of 
faculties which inevitably colour and subjectify any fact 


on which they are brought to bear. Such a conception errs 
also, I insisted, by treating the function of intelligence as 


purely cognitive, in the sense of simply mirroring or dupli- 
cating external facts, whereas all knowledge is an experi- 


ence of the soul, which, as such, has necessarily its feeling- 


value; and the existence of such living centres capable 
of feeling the grandeur and beauty of the universe and 


tasting its manifold qualities is what is alone really signifi- Le 
cant in the universe. All values are in this sense conscious. 
values; and so it is that the sentient and, still moré, the: ve 
~ rational being appears as the goal towards which Nature 9 : 


ae ‘is. working , namely, the development 8f an organ by which es 


she may become conscious of herself and enter into the j Joy as 

eee of her own being. - : it 
While rejecting, therefore, the relativity of knowledge in Pe 

the usual sense of that doctrine, I emphasized the essen- 


ae tial relatedness of nature: and mind as. the guarantee. of the 
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Ppeasalness of the knowledge-process and the truthfulness 


- secondary qualities which are usually regarded as the 
stronghold of the relativistic theory. Popular science and» 
popular philosophy take the physical scheme of moving 
particles or ethereal vibrations as the reality of nature | 


both by common sense and by a ripe philosophy. The 
physiological process through which knowledge is attairied : | 
does not invalidate the result. There is no explana-_ 


nature and those finer insights which we owe to the poet 
and the artist. These things ought not to be regar ded as 


- ‘vision, just as the more developed eye or ear carries us” 


ee _ Perfect organs of a lower species. 











of the result. I applied this specially to the case of the 


ag an objective system, all the rest being merely subjective - - ee 
appearance to finite subjects. But the objectivity of the | 
secondary qualities as predicates of reality is affirmed _ 


tion possible of the evolution of the sense-organs unless 
we assume the reality of the new features of the world 

to which their evolution introduces us. The organism is 
developed and its powers perfected as an instrument of = 
Nature’s purpose of self-revelation. And what is here | 
claimed for the secondary qualities holds good also of the oe, 
_ aspects of beauty and sublimity which we recognize. in 2 






arbitrary fancies, subjective glosses upon nature’s text—on 
the contrary, they ‘give us a deeper truth than ordinary ge 


farther into nature’s beauties and refinements than the Jess Sess 


applied the same idea of organic ‘relatedness’ to othe | 
| ponsideration of the ethical and social qualities which WE sn { 
recognize as constituting our humanity. For if the stigma 
of : subjectivity can he attached with any semblance. Qf Ces 
justice to our knowledge, it will seem to apply . with still. u 
-gteater force to the world of values in which our inmost 
and most. personal nature finds expression. vARd, as. a ve 
‘matter of | faet,c it: is. between man’s nature as an ‘ethical oe 
being. nd the apparently non-moral | nature of the > world 
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from which he spr ings, that the breach of es . 
to say the apparent opposition—has been most keenly felt, 


I drew attention, in this connexion, to the sharp expres- 


sion of this dualism between man and nature in the Re- | es 


ligion of Humanity, one of the most characteristic prod- 
ucts of the nineteenth century, in its combination of a 
lofty ethical and religious idealism with an ultimate meta- 
physical agnosticism. Comte was right, I urged, in the — 
stress he laid on the distinctively human qualities as alone 
fitted to call forth the emotions of love and worship—as _ 
alone, therefore, in a true sense, divine. His error lay in 
supposing that a purely subjective synthesis, as he called 
it, is possible—in other words, that it is possible to isolate 
humanity from the universe as a whole, and to treat it 
as a self-contained organism, evolving all its properties 
and engineering all its advances in its own strength and_ 
out of its own particularity. The specifically human experi- 


ences cannot be taken as an excrescence on the universe, 
or as a self-contained and underived world by themselves 
with no root in the nature of things. ‘Man is, after allt 
the child of nature, and it is on the basis of natural — 
impulses, and in commerce with the system of external’ 
4 things, that his ethical being is built up. Hence the char- 
-. aeteristics of the ethical life must be taken as contributing 
to determine the nature of the system in which we live. 





According to the principle of value and the distinction = 
cleo between: lower and higher ranges of experience, they should, 
indeed, carry us nearer to a true definition of the ultimate! 
Life of which we are partakers than categories which suf- 
fice to. ‘describe, at most, the environmental conditions of | 


| human existence. rae | | ee 
| “The further scale which ] ukdestook. of the Agnostic Eee 


: ve -cism. which forms one strand in the Comtian theory, and <0 ae 
- which meets us in so many shapes i in modern thought, Conn 
sisted of. little more ee to ak mind, it can ; consist of little i ey 
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more) than an exposure of the fundamental unt of 


its qualities, a cause otherwise than through its effects, 


- festation. The phenomenon is the-noumenon so far as 
it has manifested or ‘The power manitested to us 
through all existence,’ an ‘Infinite and Eternal Energy — 
manifested alike within us ad without us’, to which ‘ we | 
must ascribe not only the manifestations themselves but. 
_ the law of their order’ (those are Spencer’s own words) 
can hardly be fitly” designated by that barren abstraction, 
the Unknowable. The designation is due, in part at least, 
to a failure on Spencer’s part, as on Sir William Hamilton’s 
before him, to distinguish between the inaccessible, that 
which is, by its very nature, cut off from knowledge, | 
and that which is unfathomable or inexhaustible by any — 
finite mind; and it was doubtless the positive elements, 


‘religious halo, and made it appear to him the suitable — 


| foe God—while he rightly contends that the veneration and 7 
pa gratitude which Comte. claims. for Humanity are due in 


‘the demand to know a substance otherwise than through 


reality otherwise than through its. appearance or mani- a 


acknowledged or unacknowledged, in his conception which 
invested the Unknowable in Spencer’s eyes with a genuine 





_ residuary legatee of the religious sentiments of mankind. aes 
But, while he rightly condemned the attempt of the Posi- 
tivists to isolate Humanity and treat it as a kind of finite 7 


ee oo the * last resort, if due at: all; to: ‘that’ ‘ultimate Cause, ee 










— that great stream of Creative Power’ as he calls it in the : 
a whole, in common with all other things, has proceeded ’— foe 


te acter of that Power i is taken to be revealed in the. highest 


_ same context, ‘from which Humanity individually and as 





Oe he: strangely fails to See that it is only so far as the char- oS 


human: qualities that it can call forth either veneration or co 


. oe gratitude. And so the worship of. the Unknowable and the ae 









of Lee worship | of Humanity, each untenable i in itself, are found ioc S 
ae owe their f vitality (as: we might have eenpeted): to the partial oe 
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aad complementary truths which they respectively ane he. - 
and which are only kept apart by a distorted ee of 
the relation of reality to its appearances. tate 
The main purpose of last year’s argument might be 
fairly described as an attempt to establish a true meta- 
physic of that relation. Agnosticism of the ordinary type — 


depends on the sheer separation of what is given together 


and cannot be conceived apart. But the Absolute, if we 

“are to use the modern term, is not unknown. anid 

to a fine phrase of Professor Laurie’s which I quoted, ‘ 

_ predicates are the worlds’; we read its nature in the oe 

tem of its appearances. God as immanent—the divine as 
revealed in the structure and system of finite experience— 


this may be said to have been the text of last year’s 


discourse and the outcome of my argument. And in the 

philosophical interpretation of phenomena everything de- 
pends, 1 argued, on keeping the whole range of experience 
in view. Naturalism and kindred theories result, as we 


saw, from prematurely closing the record, instead of follow-. 
- ing out the evolutionary scheme to its obvious culmination 


in mind—mind that knows and appreciates, and thus — 
| rounds and completes what were otherwise a broken 


. oe arch. There is no system, no whole of being, no real fact 
Vat all: till the external gathers itself up, as it were, into — 


oe _ietereaty, and existence sums itself in the conscious ees 


oe soul. : | 
; The view thus indicated commits” us, it was “anged 3 in 


-. the two concluding lectures,’ neither to a monadistic con- 
struction of the universe nor to any form of subjective 





- idéalism or mentalism. But it en$hrines the conviction) 


. which Mr. Bradley expressed, in replying to certain of his 


critics, that ‘that which is highest to us is also in and'to #2 ae 
re the universe most real, and there can. bes no question of its ce 


oe : These « are > to ‘be considered as, in some ‘respects, an appendix to the. 7 8 
a general ce pone in ue first eight lectures." fo tea a ee 
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‘ reality t being somehour upset? ‘Some such view of the 


~~ philosophy ; and, short of such a conviction, we cannot be 
said, I think, to have either a piosephy ora teligion in. 
_ the ordinary sense, | 
- *God as immanent,’ it has ia Ben said, might be de- | 
scribed as the text of our last year’s discourse. In the 
more abstract language of recent philosophical discussion, % 
our conclusion might also be expressed as ‘the reality of 
_ appearances’. Mr. Bradley, in the title of his great book, 
and in his wholesale condemnation of the successive phases _ 
‘of our experience as ‘mere appearances’, or as ‘illusory’, 
‘ self-contradictory’ and ‘unreal’, has laid himself open 
to the charge of reviving ina subtler form the old agnostic 
contrast between reality and its appearances. But such — 
is not, as I understand him, Mr. Bradley’s real intention 
or his deepest thought. He reminds us, at all events, 


| sion we may ultimately tack as to the nature of reality, 
we may at least * be certain that it cannot be less than 






pearance and Reality (second edition), p. 560. Sa Ibid. Pe 132. 








_ systematic character of reality is taught in every constructive _ - 


ee emphatically that * appearances exist, and whatever exists. - nn 
ee must belong to. reality ’; ; consequently whatever conclu-. 2 







appearances’. The universe, in short, or its informing s 
principle, is on fer’ as much as our experience actually. my 
shows it to contain. So expressed, this may appear a trivial i 
result, and, as we shall immediately see, it leaves many 
questions still unanswered. But when we consider the 
almost incorrigible tendency of human thought to interpret eee 
the: relation of appearance and reality as one of opposition 
or negation, it is very far from being as ‘unimportant asite fest 
looks. In its originab | and legitimate. sense, the antithesis 
in question is perfectly intelligible, and is constantly veri- 
fied in everyday practice. at means the contrast between 
the first view of a ‘thing or ‘situation—the first imperfect 
and ‘probably more or less. erroneous: impression—and the 2 
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corrected view that is the result of further examination. 
‘The contrast is, in short, between the thing as it first 


appears, and the thing as it eventually appears in the light 
of a fuller experience. But a misguided philosophy trans- 


fers this practical distinction between false and true within 


experience to the relation between our experience as a 


whole and a reality, which it is usually, and rightly, sup- 


| posed to reveal, but which is now set over against all its 
appearances as something inaccessible and aoe | 
For the progressive criticism of imperfect conceptions 
‘inherent in the advance of knowledge, and systematically es 
carried out in philosophical reflection, there is substituted, 
“more or less explicitly, a condemnation of knowledge as 

such, because to be known is to appear to the knower. 

8 Hence the importance of the contention that in the appear- 

ances we already grasp the nature of reality and that we 
“can attain to it in no other way. 


This was, perhaps, the main thought i in Lord Haldane’s 


ped First Series of Gifford Lectures at St. Andrews, as indi-. 
cated in their title, ‘The Pathway to Reality’. That 
pathway does not lie through and behind phenomena to 
some inscrutable Beyond, ‘It may be’, he says at the. 
outset of his quest, ‘that it is just in the world that is here 
and now, when fully comprehended and thought out, that 
we shall find God, and in finding God shall find the Reality 
of that world in Him.’ And repeatedly he uses, to enforce 
his meaning, the emphatic and, at first blush, almost patae: fe 
. - doxical phrase, ‘the world as it seems’. ‘If the stand- oe 
point of these lectures be a true one,’ he: says towards the 
~elose of his first. volume, 1 ‘we areafree to believe in the es y 
a world as it seems, and not driven to sacrifice any aspectof 
it, Tf the supposed facts of observation which we indicate 
Oe ye our names—life and development—are, what all plain 
mee people a assume them to be, real facts, why should we strain. ae 


on a The * Patheuny to Reality,» p. 254. 
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every faculty to explain human beings away into automata, 


or quiver with excitement when some one writes that he 


has found that protoplasm may apparently be reduced to 


a condition of chemical inertness. . . . If a thousand such | 


results were really established, we should yet be as far as 


ever from exhibiting life as a mechanical arrang gement of | 


nfolecules.’ ‘We ought’, he says again, ‘to be prepared to _ oe 


believe in the different aspects of the world as it seems— 


life, for example, as much as mechanism, morality as much 


@ as life, religion as much as morality—for these belong to 
different aspects of the world as it seems, aspects which _ 


emerge at different standpoints, and are the results of 


different purposes and different categories in the otganiza- 0s: 
tion of knowledge. And if Philosophy gives us back what 


Science threatened to take away, and restores to plain 
people their faith in the reality of each of these phases of 


the world as it seems, then Philosophy will have gone a _ 
long way to justify its existence.’ Hegel’s metaphysic _ 
-of essence and appearanice has always seemed to me, in | 
its massive realism, one of the fundamental insights of ‘the 3 
philosophy from which Lord Haldane draws. Hegel tS 
the last man to bid us rest content with first views Ofe 
things; rather, philosophy is to him, in its essence, the — 
systematic criticism of knowledge. But, in his view, the 
process of experience is, from the beginning, the growing | 


: _ knowledge of a self-manifesting reality. Rad: the most a 


oes "The Pahoa) to » Reality, ID 


oe "important consequence of thus emphasizing the essential — 

ae sep truthfulness of the ‘process of self-communication is just. = oe 
oo. that: it forbids any arbitrary limitation of truth to particu- eae | 
a es yar phases or departnfents of experience—forbids as for’s oe 
: example, to treat the practical world of Sense-perception - 
“OMe a6 literally and finally. real, and the expressions of the > 
| religious consciousness. as” the. illusory product of selfish fae 
Snes hopes and seats = Our experience is. nowhere infected by Sod 
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radical falsehood. Criticism af detail ‘and. reflective inter- 


: pretation of the whole are necessary in all departments; 
_ but in their main affirmations the ethical, the aesthetic and | 
the religious consciousness have at least the same prima 


: facie claim upon our belief as any other side of our experi- 


-ence, And that general claim once admitted, it may well 
be that, on a critical review of experience as a whok, 


these phases of it may prove to be of more decisive im-. | 


_ portance than any others for our final conception of the 

| world. me 
_ For it is clear, as I have emphasized +663 the first, that ~~ 

in the philosophical interpretation of phenomena everything _ 

_ depends on the idea of system and the scale of values which 


ig associated with it. If every phenomenon is, SO to say, 


as good as another, there can be no talk of a principle 


of the whole and no sense in seeking to determine its 


nature. If every event, every feature of the world, in its 
isolation as a particular fact just as it occurs, is referred 
ue directly to the operation of the supreme principle, that 
| principle becomes simply the pell-mell of empirical occur- 
rence over again. The doctrine of immanence becomes on _ 


these terms a perfectly empty affirmation; for the operative 


ae 





“principle supposed to be revealed is simply the character-_ 
is less unity of ‘ Being’, in which the sum-total of phenomena nes 
EE Tg indiscriminately housed. The unity reached is the unity: 
-. of a mere collection, and everything remains just as it was 
before. Such a pantheism is indistinguishable from the ee 
- barest_ Naturalism. ©All in All” said Fichte in another 
reference, ‘and for that very reason nothing at all.’ This 
7 “lower pantheism, as it may be call@d, is common in the eet Mang 

2 < popular cults of the East, where the immanental unity el: ie ae 
eee the divine i 1S little more than the idea of. a teeming nature, . rae 
and passes easily into a gross polytheism, whose deities rep- 
resent. and consecrate every. natural | force and tendency. a oy | § stiles 
ae In n pantheistic thought: on a Augher | intellectual level, one Rees 
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often meets the same tendency to press the idea of the 
immanence of the divine in all phenomena equally, and _ 
thereby to use the Absolute as an instrument for the oblitera-_ 
tion of all distinctions of rank arid value. Notable examples 
are to be found in the epigrammatic but shallow piulosophy 
2 of Pope’ s Essay on Man: 7 | 
: All are but parts of one uippndons whole, 
: Whose body Nature is, and God the soul; i, 
‘That changed thro’ all, and yet in all the same, . . . 
_ Lives thro” all life, ‘extends thro’ all extent, | 
Spreads undivided, operates unspent; 
Breathes in our soul, informs our mortal part, 
As full, as perfect, in a hair as heart: 
As full, as perfect, in vile man that mourns, 
As the rapt Seraph that adores and burns: 
To Him no high, no low, no great, no small; 
He fills, he bounds, connects, and eqns alle 
(I. 267-80.) 
» Sometimes — las to some extent in the (ies quoted) this ns 
levelling down of finite distinctions appears as the counter- 
part of an insistence on the incomparable and unapproach- 
able greatness of the divine. The tendency of mystical 
thought to exalt the divine above all predicates, making 
it: literally the unnameable, the ineffable, the unknowable, — 
-. Jeads in a similar direction; for that which is characterless 
cannot be said to reveal itself more intimately in one aspect 
of experience than another; and so, as Bradley says, 
this: empty transcendence and this shallow pantheism ares 
geen to be opposite sides of the same mistake.1 But the 
‘principle: of unity’ which philosophers seek is” not. the uae 
unity” of a mere colléction or of a bare abstraction. ° Tea 
a ae unity. of. system that is clearly intended ; and the ideas ca 
‘ of a systematic whole essentially. involves” discrimination, es 
ee _ perspective, something like a hierarchy of means and 
: end. The: true, - Tevelation of the vine: must p be sought, eae 















f. Appearance and Reality,» 551. 
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therefore, as I have contended, in the systematic structure ng 


of finite experience as a whole. ee, Ss 
— Spinoza’s system is, from one point of view, an example | 
of the logic which, in its attempt to characterize the 
Absolute, abstracts from all finite determinations, and is 
left, accordingly, with the definition of God as mere Sub- 


stance or Being. Moreover, his insistence on the universal | 


and thorough-going immanence of the divine ‘causation 








exposed him to the accusation of abolishing the distinction — 
between good and evil, and, indeed, of reducing all distine- 


tions to one dead level of indifference. In the famous 


| appendix | to the First Book of the Ethics, he includes good 
-and evil, right and wrong, praise and blame, as well as 
beauty and ugliness, order and disorder, among human 
‘prejudices’, abstractions of the imagination, due to man’s 
‘incorrigible habit of judging every fact according to its 


_. beneficial or harmtul effects upon himself. ‘The perfection 
of things is to be reckoned only from their own nature : 
and capacity’; and so regarded everything in its own place — 


as it exists is equally perfect and equally necessary, seeing 


oo _ that all things follow from the necessity of the divine nature. 

_ Tt was sentences such as these, in entire harmony as they 
= seemed with the whole tenor of his system, which drew 
upon: him from one of his correspondents the charge of. 





 fremoving all the sanctions of virtue and reducing us to 


| automata’, “of degrading human beings to the level of the — 


brutes or even of plants and stones. Spinoza’s patient = 
letters in reply are important because, “whether they come 
oa ~ pletely 1 turn the point of the criticism or not, they are clear ca RES f 
proof that Spinoza did not intend h& doctrine of God to is 
override the specific differences between the parts of natiere. 20 a 


or what he would have called the ‘essences’ or ‘natures’ 


of things. - Although God is the immanent cause of all Wess os 
_ things—that is an ontological tie which it. 1S impossible to. ge 
peters sill the: divine nature is “not t eanally manifested i Te 




















































































Loe SS aynes there are degrees fe perfection or reality. As 
he quaintly puts it: ‘A mouse no less than an angel is 

- dependent on God, yet a mouse is not a kind of angel.’ So 
again: ‘ The wicked, it is true, do in their fashion the will 
of God, but they are not, on that account, in any way — 

| ‘comparable to the good. The more perfection a thing has, — 
the more does it participate in deity, and the more does it 
express God’s perfection. Since, then, the good have incom- 
_parably more perfection than the bad, their virtue cannot be 


lack the love of God, which proceeds from the knowledge . 
of God, and by reason of which alone we are, according to 


wicked, knowing not God, are but as instruments in the 
hands of a workman, serving unconsciously, and perishing © 
in the using; the good, on the other hand, serve consciously, © 


oe most reasonable and perfect creatures.’ (Ep. 34). 


: ~ contribution to contemporary thought. Spinoza’ s reply to 


of the Ethics sets before us the true or ideal life of man 
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likened to the virtue of the wicked, inasmuch as the wicked 


our human understanding, called the servants of God. The 


and in serving become more perfect’ (Ep. 32). Finally,he 
says, we can understand best the nature of God’s relationto 
the universe ‘by considering, not stocks and plants, but ‘the | Jas 





Here, then, in Spinoza, where a@ priori we might dete 

- have least expected it, we get the doctrine of ‘degrees Of 8 
wos teuth. or: -teality’;, the emphatic assertion of. which made. Q 
aM, Bradley’s Appearance and Reality such an important ; 


his critics is, in effect, the acknowledgement of an objective nclee 
scale of values, which reinstates the distinctions which he ey 
ae A had apparently denied ; and, inconsistent as. it may seem : : ie 
- with his thorough-going determinism, the concluding book ek 


as a gospel of liberation. I have already referred to the ae 


oe “negative argument with which this doctrine of Degrees. is: ee 








pelle implications. 


— Tinked” in Mr. ‘Bradley's exposition, and we shall have 
: “occasion. to. return at a later stage to criticize certain of 
But however Mr. ‘Bradley 1 reconciles to a 
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himself apparently conflicting positions, it is sufficiently 
- plain from his concluding g paragraphs that, in his own view, 
the vital contention of his book is the positive doctrine 


that reality is revealed in the system of its appearances, 


| and that the standards of better and higher which we apply 
are themselves based on the nature of reality and dictated, 


by it? With this conclusion we may intimate our agree- 


ment in advance, but the nature of our criterion of value 
and the justification of the objective character we attribute 
to it are points that still call for further discussion. This 


will form the subject of the next lecture. One thing, how- 


ever, is already plain from all that has gone before. The 
standard or principle of value must be found in the nature 


of the system as a whole. Judgements of value, in other 
words, are not to be taken, like the intuitions of an older 


philosophy, as so many detached and mutually independent 
- pronouncements of one faculty or another upon particular 
_ features or aspects of the world. They represent rather: 


go many parts of one fundamental judgement in which 





the nature of reality, as exhibited in the system, may be 
said to affirm itself. Every particular judgement depends 
: _ for, its ultimate sanction on the recognifion of its object — 


“as a contributory element to this inclusive whole. 

EE I ‘might venture to illustrate my meaning by. turning 
ee natur e to art, I would point to the outlook on the world 
which we get. 0 the greatest poetry. Let us take the case. 
“of: ‘Shakespeare, for Shakespeare has been accused by a 


recent writer of being too like nature and giving us no world= 835% 
_-view—no philosophy—of his own. Shakespeare, says this ae 
_writet, ‘is all the world over again. Here i is human life NO. 


doubt: -and a brilliant pageantry it is, but human life. as 


varied and as problematic as it is in the living. ‘There. igh 


et The positive relation of every appearance as an adj ective to Reality, So ee 
and the presence of Reality among its appearances in different degrees oe 
and with diverse values—this souls Sere we have found to oe the: ee 


centre: of f philosophy ” a + S81). 
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2 no Shakespearian point of view. He possessed no. ee ps 
conception of the meaning and larger relations of human 
— life’ That is true, so far as it emphasizes the richness and 
many-sidedness of Shakespeafe’s nature and the dramatic 
| character of his genius, which enables him to realize and to re 
_ express sympathetically very various attitudes towards life 
- ‘and the ultimate problems. It is true also if it means that 
2 Shakespeare had no cut-and-dry theory of the universe. He 
was no precise and self-satisfied expounder of the ways of 
God to man: the complexity and the mystery of existence 
are the themes of his deepest utterances. | 


: Men must endure. 
Their: going hence, e’en as their coming hither ; 
Ripeness is all. 


But on the fundamental verities his touch is sure. Shake- 
speare gives us the heart-shaking tragedies of Lear and °°, 
Othello, full of baseness and wickedness and folly and the 
cruelty of things, but he gives us Cordelia and Desdemona 

as their centre. And, as in the old story of the three men 

_ who were cast into the fiery furnace, ‘ the fire had no power 
upon their bodies, and the smell of fire had not passed. on 3 
. them,’ so in the case of Cordelia and Desdemona. we feel 
the poet makes us. feel—that evil and death. have no power 
over their radiant and triumphant goodness. T he last word — 
is with Truth and Love. That is Shakespeare’ S criticism of. 
me life. It is also a theory of things. And as in the world of 
‘ Shakespeare’ S tragedies, so in the greater world, which they — 
reflect as Shakespeare saw it, we have to take the fabric of 
the world as a whole before we Tecognize the foundatians on. : 
which it ware ee pte Aa ee 





2 R B. B, Perry Approach to  Pilosoti pp. a 








LECTURE, XII 


‘THE ‘CRITERION OF VALUE: ITS NATURE AND. 
JUSTIFICATION. : 


“We seeped at the close of the last lecture the principle 
“that the nature of reality can only mean the systematic struc- 
! ture discernible in its appearances, and that this must furnish | 
q : us with our ultimate criterion of value. We have accepted, 
| therefore, in a sense in which it seemed to us intelligible 

-and true, the criterion on which ‘absolutist’ writers like 
Mr. Bradley and Professor Bosanquet lay so much stress. 
But much controversy has raged round the particular form 
- in which they express the position. It 1s well known that the 
~~ revolt against Mr. Bradley’s Absolutism was one main catse 
of the Pragmatist movement which has since assumed such 



















" Mr. Bradley by the Personal Idealists, who were the fore- 
runners, and in some cases the pioneers, of Pragmatism, was 
. : _~based, in their own words, upon his ‘ avay of criticizing 
wes human. experience not from the standpoint of human experi-. 





ea * Personal Idealism, Preface, p. viii. : ve * Ibid, PB. 7, 

































wide dimensions. The accusation originally brought against 


ence, but from the visionary and impracticable standpoint of 
an. absolute. experience ’, ’’ or, in Mr. Schiller’s more drastic | tee 
_ phraseology, ‘his inhuman, incompetent and impracticable 
 intellectualism ’.2 The reference is more particularly tothe 
way in which Mr. Bradley, in Appearance and Reality, uses DECANE ens 
his criterion to ‘condemn ’, as he says, the world of appear- Se 
ances en bloc. This naturally provokes the question Of ha ers 
- retort—What knowledge have we of this Absolute,in whose 
name condemnation is so magisterially passed upon the Os 
| world: of our actual caperienees And I think it must. . Sees 
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oe admitted that Mr. Bradley’ S mode of procedure i is woe: fe 
tunate. He says repeatedly that a complete philosophy fee 
would be ‘a systematic account of all the regions of appear- 
ance’, in which ‘ the whole world of appearance would be 
set out as a progress, a development of principle though not 
in times and every sphere of experience would be measured 
_ by the absolute standard and given a rank answering to its 
own relative merits and defects’! His own doctrine of : 
degrees of truth and reality is his positive contribution 10, 
such a philosophy, and it contains, I think, most of what is _ 
valuable and likely to be permanent in the volume. But 
the positive doctrine is almost swamped for the reader by 
the copious negative polemic in which Mr. Bradley labours — 
to expose the self-contradictory nature of the phenomenal 
world from top to bottom. If we are to avoid misconcep- 
tion, therefore, it will be necessary to examine with some . _ 
care the way in which the criterion is formulated by the two 
authors referred to. In that way we shall best define our Se 
own position. es 
Mr. Bradley’s statement of his criterion is familiar to rag 
“all. ‘It is clear’, he says, ‘ that in rejecting the inconsistent ae 
as appearance, we are applying a positive knowledge Of ce 
the ultimate nature of things. Ultimate reality is such that ns 
it does not contradict itself; here is an absolute criterion.’ 
| But to deny inconsistency is to assert consistency; ac : eh 
seeing that appearances, however contradictory they may 
2 bes 'gtill exist, and must therefore in some sense ‘ belong, 
eto, reality ’ , ‘we may make a further advance—we may say, coe 
that everything which appears is somehow real in sucha 
way as to be self-corfsistent. The character of the real"is to : oe 
possess everything phenomenal i ina harmonious form.’ And) 4 
to achieve such an ‘ inclusive harmony ’ , ‘the Reality must 
be a single whole’, ‘ ‘beyond which there is nothing’. In 
es eee words, the Absolute i is an a individual and | a system’ 





- Abbearance and d Reality, P. 455. 8 es os ee fd Iid., PP. tote 
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_ Returning to the subject in a later chapter, , he dora per- 
S 2s ¢ Fection: of truth and of reality as consisting in ‘ positive 
- self-subsisting individuality ’ , and recalls the two ways in. 
_ which individuality appears. ° Truth must exhibit the mark» 
of internal harmony or again the mark of expansion and _ 
all-inclusiveness. And these two characteristics are diverse 
aspects of a single principle.’ Wherever we apply it, he 
says, ‘the standard still is the same. And it is applied 
always under the double form of inclusiveness and harmony.’ _ 
And again in the concluding pages of the volume we read, 
‘our criterion is individuality or the idea of complete system.’ * 
Professor Bosanquet has emphasized his acceptance of the 
- same formula by making it the title of his first course of | 
Gifford Lectures : ‘ The Principle of Individuality and Value.’ 
‘I chose Individuality’, he says in his Preface, ‘as the clue 
to my subject, because it seemed to be the principle which 
- must ultimately determine the nature of the real and its con-. 
stituents, of what is complete and self-contained, and of 
_ what approximates or belongs to such a reality.’ ‘The. 
_ supreme principle of value and reality’ is ‘ wholeness, com- 
= _ pleteness, individuality ’, and ‘the appeal to the whole is the 
- same thing with the principle otherwise known as the prin- 
Tipe of non-contradiction. . . . Every. “true proposition is 
so, in the last resort, because its contradictory i : not concéive oye 
able j in harmony with the whole of experience.’ Again,‘It 8 89 
is all one whether we make non-contradiction, wholeness or 
individuality our criterion of the ultimately real’ ‘The Baek 
_ Individual is complete and coherent, and in the ultimate es 
sense there can be only one Individual’ And once more, 
almost 3 is Mr. Bradley’ S words, ‘ The standard [‘ the stipreme ee : 
_ standard of value ’] is positive non-contradiction, developed OR ELEM 
"through fomnprehensivenices and consistency.’ * | | i 


















3 * Chap, xxiv, A Degrees of Truth and Reality; PP. 963,3 art. 
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oe fee 2D 542 
oe a CE Individuality and Value Pe. via XXV, 1 Ay 3 8, 2, 200. 




























bee ae on “THE CRITERION OF VALUE. LECT... 
ve “€Oat 1 result! so far is this,’ says Mr. Bradley : oT he uni- — - 
a ee is one in this sense ‘that its differences co-exist har- 
moniously within one whole, beyond which there is nothing. 
Hence the Absolute is, so far, ‘an individual and a system; 
but if we stop here [he admits] it remains but formal 
and abstract.* ‘Can we then’, he adds, ‘say anything 
about the concrete nature of the system?’ Mr. Bradley’ Soy 
answer is to identify existence with ' experience ’ OF, more oo 
- definitely, ‘sentient experience’, ‘what is commonly called 
psychical eixstence’. This he does in language closely 
resembling Berkeley’s. If, then, we read our former 
abstract definition in terms of this new position, ‘our con- _ 

' clusion, so far, will be this, that the Absolute is one system, 

- and that its contents are nothing but sentient experience. 

It will, hence, be a single and all-inclusive experience, which 
embraces every partial diversity in concord.’ Finally, Mr. 
Bradley proceeds to ask whether we really, have a positive 
tidea of an Absolute, thus defined as ‘one comprehensive a 
‘sentience;’ and he answers that, while we cannot fully = 

‘realize its existence, its main features are drawn from. our. 

‘own experience, and we have also a suggestion there of the 
“unity of a whole embracing distinctions within itself. ‘This 

we have in ‘mere feeling or immediate presentation ’, where" : a 

we experience as an undifferentiated whole that which we 
afterwards proceed, in the exercise of relational thought, to 
analyse into the known world of self and not-self, with allits 
manifold objects and distinctions. Combining this primitive ee 

: he experience of felt unity with the later experience of known — toa 

_ diversity, we can recognize the latter asa transitional stage, cage 

eve oOo cand: thus. reach. the idea. Of 2 higher experience in which 

ee thought s shall, as it were, return to the immediacy of feeling. 

.* We can form the general idea of an absolute intuition in | 

ee which phenomenal distinctions are > merged ; a whole become | 


Zig TL 
















oe 14 ppearance ond | Reality, DB. 44 (the opening ¢ of the second d chapter in oe 
Part Ae oe oe ee 
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immediate at a higher stage without losing any tichriess, 
“The relational form is a comp Ornise on which thought : 


stands, and which it develops. . . [But] thought can form — | 


the idea of an apprehension, Lamedune like feeling in direct- 
ness, wae contains all the character sought by its relational 

| efforts’; ‘a total experience where will and thought and 
feeling may all once more be one.’? : 


‘We shall haye to consider the conception of an abéolute oS 


experience somewhat closely in the sequel. But what it is 


at present important to note is that Mr. Bradley repeatedly 


~ confesses, ‘ we have no direct knowledge of such an experi-. 
ence’; ‘the unity after all is unknown’? And, as a natural 
_ consequence, we are equally ignorant of how ‘ the bewilder- 


ing mass of phenomenal diversity’ is harmonized, and its 


contradictions reconciled in the Absolute. But ‘it must 
somehow be at unity and self-consistent ’.* This confessed 
ignorance of the ‘how’, combined with an inextinguishable 
faith as to the ‘somehow ’, has often been remarked upon, 
go constantly are the two repeated in Mr. Bradley’s pages. 
_ ‘We cannot understand how in the Absolute a rich harmony 
ae embraces every special discord, but on the other hand we 
_. may be sure that this result is reached.’ ‘We have no basis 
=» on which to doubt that all ene comes together har- — 
_. moniously in the Absolute. . . All this detail is not made 
“one in any way which we can oe _ That it is all Le | 
ERs ciled we know, but how, in particular, is hid from us?’ 
Ses Certainly, in the end, to know how the one andthe many 6.0) 
are united is beyond our power. Butinthe Absolutesome 
: : how, we are convinced, the problem i 1S solved. oe In contrast e 7 ae : 
with such passages, almost pathetic in their frequency, We SY 
Le Rave to. set Mr. Bradley’ s emphatic, almost truculent, assur- 
fd anes ‘that, ‘with regard to the main 1 character of the Abso- 


—* Ibid., Pp. 160, 180, 181. 


a oe , Tid Pp. AB 473. At. is ‘not an “experience s but 2 an | abstract idea’ ee 
ee ie. PB 40. cae tae Ti Pp. 192, 239, 3 2B. Ce 








































































is impossible ’.? 


. edly is.’ ?. 


-stract, if not, indeed, tautologous.* me 
_ to specific exper ience that the principle of non-contradiction : an 
or of internal coherence becomes more than an empty 
formula, and as soon as it is so applied it receives its char- 
acter from the concrete material in which it works itself out. fog shoe 
3 The principle itself gives ho eucone: as to the mode i 





monious whole, but for aught we know it may be such a 
whole, therefore it is such a whole. Surely it is obvious that 


ke this strahge attempt at demonstration does not carry us a step 
fe beyond | the intellectual postulate of our initial ‘ must’ 

Reality must include and must harmonize every possible | 

fragment of experience.’ * And again it is clear that, unless 

we have at least some knowledge of the ‘how’, the knowl- 

edge claimed in these passages of the ‘is’ 

at all, in the ordinary sense, but a postulate or; aif you like, a 

| belief, an inextinguishable faith. | 
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. ate’, his‘ conclusion i is certain and that to Gas it Goon a 
Or again, in a curious formula which he a 


- is fond of repeating: : ‘ What may be, if it also must be, assur- 
In other words, realjty must be a single and har- 


is not knowledge 


And I would add that the criterion of ineludtveniess: and 


harmony, taken by itself, remains entirely formal and ab- 





osgris: Lins pcs ee 


wR eT 


It is only when applied a 





Bee ‘ quently at the mercy of: eee es which, it is more ae ae 
__ probable, may be quite misleading. Hence it is an inversion _ as 
of the true philosophic method to try to define the Absolute 
on the basis of the empty principle, and from that definition 

. “to reason dowm to the various phases of our actual. ‘experi- ioe eh 
ence, and to ‘condemn’ its most characteristic features, root 
Cs and branch, as ‘irratignal appearance ’ ’ and ‘ illusion a Phe Oy 





*p. 518. So again (p. 536), “ ‘Up to. this point our judgement i is infal- wee oe 


e “tbe and its opposite is quite impossible.’ 


* Dp. 199. fare ey 548, mo 


tAs i have cuggested elsewhere, “the. mere consideration that ‘the ee, 


oe universe exists—that Being is—proves that it is in some. sense a har- ee 
Panic mony. All its: aspects co-exist, and the business of the universe goes on’ 
le co ae s Place 4 m aes 2 Cosmos, and ed B. BOs eee ee 
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| ~ only possible result of. such a procedure is exemplified in 


Mr. Bradley's actual conclusion, namely, that in the Abso- 
lute everything is somehow reconciled, but inasmuch as we 
_ know not how, none of the predicates drawn even from our 

highest experiences are applicable i in this ultimate reference. 

'* The Absolute ’, he says, ‘ is not personal, nor is it moral, nor 


is it beautiful or true’*—a cluster of negations which, 
though technically. true, in the sense intended, are practically ae 


more false than would have been the corresponding affirma-_ 
‘tions. It was the strong impression which Mr. Bradley 
produced of following this barren method that provoked 
(and justified) the protest above referred to, against his | 
‘way of criticizing human experience from the visionary 
~and impracticable standard of an absolute experience’. 
‘Professor Bosanquet, who, as we have seen, adopts the. 


game criterion and formulates it in almost identical terms, 


appears to me to realize more clearly the dangers of such 


a. procedure and, indeed, its inherent impossibility. His 
frequent phrase, ‘the empty form of totality,’ is itself sig- 
nificant in this connexion; and in general he follows, as if 
fe instinctively, the path from finite experience to the Absolute, — 
ER tracing the organization of the real wholes in which, in the 
+ concrete material of life, the empty form realizes itself, and 
- _ seeking, by critical use of the data thus, obtained, to reach — 
ooo some. positive determination of the nature of the ultimate — 
\ - Whole. It is surely by this experimental - and tentative 








method alone that we are likely to reach results of any 
oe value. What can we extract from the principle ofinclusivee : 
‘ness and harmony apart from our experience of the concrete 
worlds of morality, of beauty, of love, or of the passion Ol 
ae the intellectual life? The specific modes in which the conte. oooh a 
sciousness of value is realized must obviously in this sense 


oe 3 be drawn from experience. They are directly apprehended ; 


: oN we taste and see that they are good. And only through, such 7 ae 


i | *Appearonce and Reality, P. 537. 


































































232 THE CRITERION OF VALUE <<, weer & 
experiences can we give any concrete content to the idea of 
a perfect or absolute Life. Accordingly it is ‘upon such — 
experiences, and within our actual experience as a whole, | 
that the metaphysical criterion works, as Professor Bosan- | 
 quet has put it in an admirable passage: ‘The fundamental 
nature of the inference to the Absolute . . . is misappre- 
ended if we call upon it to put us in possession of an 
“ultimate experience which is, ex hypothesi, incompatible _ — 
with our limited being. What it will do for us is much more — 
relevant to the transformation of our lives. It exhibits to 
ys, in their relative stability and reciprocal suggestions of — 
completeness, the provinces of experience which comprise the ‘s 
various values of life; it interprets the correlation of their — 
worth with their reality, and of both with their satisfactori- 
ness to the soul. . . . What metaphysics may do, and in the © 
hands of the masters always has done, is, starting from any a 
datum, no matter what, to point out what sort ofthingisin 
actual life the higher, the more stable, and what is the more oe 
- defective and the more self-contradictory, and to indicate a 
the general law or tendency by which the latter is absorbed 
“in the former.’* We are limited, in fact, to the immanent 
“criticism of more onless in our actual experience. The per 
fect or absolute is something which we feel after, whose ™ ee 
characters we divine in the light of the best we know, taking, 
as Professor Bosanquet says elsewhere,” ° the general direc- : 
Hon of our higher experiences as a clue to the direction in 
which perfection has to be sought’. That isto say,insum, 





that we do not argue—and it would be a futile procedure _ Bey 
if we did—from the bare idea of a systematic whole, but a 


from the amount of system and the hind of system which we 





are able to point to as realized in experience. From that we 
"argue to more of the same kind, or at least on the same gen- 


eral lines, although it may be on an_ampler and diviner 















~ scale, ‘above all that we can ask or think’, 





“+ Individuality ond Value,p. 268. Tidy IB 
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2 Tt is obvious, moreover, that in transferring to the Abso- 
- lute the dominant features of our own experience—in treat--<. 
ing it as essentially the completion or perfected expression me 
of these—we are assuming much more than is warranted by 
the abstract, and at best purely intellectualistic, criterion of | 
ies non-contradiction and inclusiveness with which we started. 
+ And if we return to Mr. Bradley, we soon find him using — 

7 non-contradiction, harmony and satisfaction as alternative | 
terms, and disposed, accordingly, to extract from his logical : 
principle much more than it seems capable, in its natural 
meaning, of yielding. His Absolute is not merely an intel- 

_ lectually coherent whole; it is perfect in every respect. ‘1 
admit,’ he says in the chapter introductory to the Second. 

_ Book, in which he gives a preliminary description of the 
characteristics which Reality must possess, if it is to be 
accepted as the solution of the philosophical problem, ‘ or 
rather I would assert, that a result if it fails to satisfy our 
whole nature comes short of perfection. And I could not 

_ rest tranquilly in a truth, if I were compelled to regard it. 
as hateful. . . . If metaphysics is to stand, it must, I think, 
take account of all sides of our being. I do not mean that | 
every one of our desires must be met by a promise of par- 
ticular satisfaction; for that would be absurd and utterly > : 
e impossible. But if the main tendencies of our naturedo 
not reach satisfaction in the Absolute, we cannot believe 
: that we have attained to perfection and truth.’* ‘We must: : : ene 
| Joo: believe? , he concludes, ‘that reality satisfies our whole ue 

being. Our main wants—for truth and life and: for. beauty 9 
and goodness—must all find satisfaction.’ * The conclu- L 
sion is reiterated in the closing pages of the volume! Tt C38 

the famous passage: — ‘We make mistakes, but still. we ee area 
use the essential nature of the world. as our own criterion. o 
oe, value and. reality. ‘Higher, truer, ‘more beautiful, betters cs 0° ae 
and: more real—these. on the whole count in tthe ¢ SEER Je 
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ag: shey.< count for ‘US, and existence must. correspond with © 


our ideas,’ * | : | 
: So far as I can recall, the enormous extension thus. given 


eS te the formal principle of self-consistency is nowhere ex- 






pressly justified, except in a piece of reasoning which has _ 


oe always struck me as one of the weakest in the book. 






* There is no direct way ’, he says, ‘of showing that reality - 


oe is perfect... . We cannot argue directly that all sides of 

















our nature must be satisfied, but indirectly we are led to. 


the same result ’; for ‘is it certain’, he asks, ‘that the mere — e 


intellect can be self-satisfied if other elements of our nature | 


remain not contented?’* The argument is made to turn _ 


almost entirely on practical discord in the form of pain or 


unsatisfied desire. The very ‘idea of a better and non- — s 


existing condition of things must destroy theoretical rest’; 
and as ‘we are forced to assume theoretical satisfaction, 
to suppose that existing one-sidedly and together with prac- | 
tical discomfort appears inadmissible’. ‘ Pain, of course, is 


a fact, and no fact can be conjured away trom the universe ; ee 


but the question is as to a balance of pain’, and it is only 





| necessary to ‘assume that in the Absolute there is a balance © a ‘ 
of pleasure, and all i is consistent.’ Surely, as an argument _ oe 
to prove the perfection of the universe, this transition from * — 


logical coherence | or. incoherence to psychical, onron or 


fe “physical subtlety, a4 T can hardly avoid the feeling of 


ie something half-hearted in the way in which Mr. Bradley 


puts it forward. He deals more worthily with the essentials _ 










of the question in a recent article in Mind,® one of the many 
| AO which criticism has tompelled him during the last ten’ or . : : 
oe twelve} y ears. “Teas after all ’, ’ he says at the close of the : | ee 

: article, ‘ an enormous s. assumption. that what satisfies us is is ne : 


4p: g50, hoe ee 4 DD. 155-8, 


Oe On: * Coherence ‘and Contradiétion? in Mind, ‘Gace 1009, New oe 
OS Series, as avis. PB. 507" ee in. avecntl on Trt: and Healy, oy 
ee oe A) ae | 7 oe 
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real, and that the reality has got to satisfy us. It is an 
assumption tolerable, I think, only when we hold that the 


Universe is substantially one with each of us, and actually 


asa whole, feels and wills and knows itself within US. 4% a5 6 
And our confidence rests on the hope and the faith that, 
except as an expression, an actualization, of the pne Real, 
our personality has not counted, and has not gone hereto 
distort and vitiate the conclusion. . . . And, wherever this 
is felt, there i is little desire to insist that what we want must 


be real exactly so as we want it. Whatever detail is neces- / 


; sary to the Good we may assume must be included in reality, 
but it may be included there in a way which i is beyond our 
knowledge and in a consummation too great for our under- 


standing. On the other side, apart from the belief that the 


ultimate and absolute Real is actually present and working 

_ within us, what are we to think of the claim that reality is in 

the end that which satisfies one or more of us? It seems a 

lunatic dream. . . . The ideas and wishes of “‘ fellows such 

as I crawling between heaven and earth,” how much do they 
- Sout in the march or the drift of the Universe?’ 


It may easily be objected that there is something circular 


a the reasoning here. The validity of our assertions about 
ee the universe is to depend upon the view we hold of man’s 
a place i in the universe or his relations to the Real; but that 
fee Gg the fundamental affrmation in the case, and how arewe i stiti—S 
ee to be assured of its validity? To this it may be answered 

- that the view here indicated of man’s relation to the Real 

has behind it the whole weight of a philosophical system. qe 

oie CARS the same view so strongly urged in last year’s lectures, that 
Poors "matin as T expressed it, is organic to the world, and conversely Oe 
the world is organic to man, completing itself in him, and — oe 
manifestly coming to life and expression in his experience. 
Neither, if we consider tightly, can beso much as conceived 
oe apart from the other. For by man is meant, of course, not ee 
co imerely, or even cen the historical denizens < of this ee 
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LECT, . 


-plinett but sentient life. flowering in. the rational mind, in 


= whatever ‘ where’ or ‘when’ 
Gf the critic were to press his objection, I would admit that 


there is an assumption involved jn this philosophical theory , 






ls Ban assumption. woven into its very texture, and without 
a which, perhaps, the theory would never have been arrived 
- at-I mean the conviction of the essential greatness of man 
and the infinite nature of the values revealed in his life. 
- Without this absolute judgement of value, how could we. 
argue, how could we convince ourselves that, in our esti- 
~ mates, it is not we who judge as finite particulars, but Reality 


it comes to birth. And yet, | 


affirming, through us, its inmost nature? It is not on the 
‘mere fact of consciousness or self-consciousness that: we take 


our stand, but on the nature of the content experience, the 
inexhaustible wonder and greatness of the worlds which 
Every form of philosophical idealism 
appears to involve this conviction of the profound signifi- 
cance of human life, as capable of appropriating and realiz- 
And without such a conviction, argument oe 
about God or the universe would seem to be mere waste OES 
time; for the man to whom his own life is a triviality i is not 
likely to find a meaning in anything else. eee 
When we approach the question seriously, therefore. ond 


it opens up to us. 


ing these values. 


‘not in a spirit of. dialectical display, we find ourselves, 
I think, dismissing without more ado the insinuations of 


- naturalistic evolution that our. human values are no more . gh ee 





than the forms taken by the instinctive self-affirmation of : 


a particular animal species, and, consequently, quite jrrele- noe 
_ vant in any discussion of the ultimate nature of reality. a 


- Glib theories of this description always remind me of Plato’s. 





‘Tf Ti (to = 


S account of those who have been introduced to philosophy oe 
00: young, the boys who have tasted dialectic for the first 

_ time, and who delight, like puppies, in pulling and tearing i 
‘to. pieces with eel any one who | comes near them." 
“ 2 Republic, § 539. | 
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RIE, THE ESSENTIAL GREATNESS OF MAN. aay 


- continue in Plato’s s words) we are ‘ resolved to discuss aud 7 
examine truth, rather than to play at contradiction for 


amusement,’ we see at once that, however eT adual the tran- 


sition from one stage of consciousness to another, man’s 
attainment of conceptual thought makes him an organ of 
_ the universe in a totally different sense from that in which 


any mere animal can be said to be so. As the old legend = 


_ puts it, in the mouth of the Creator no less than on the word 
of the serpent, ‘Man is become as one of us, knowing good ae 


and evil.’ We need not, as Locke said, ‘ put ourselves 


proudly at the top of things,’ but, with thought, we are 
somehow at the centre: we have become freemen of the 
universe. ‘Souls in general’, said Leibnitz in his peculiar 


phraseology, ‘are living mirrors or images of the universe 


of created things, but spirits are also images of the divinity 
or of the author of ature himself, capable of knowing the 
system of the universe.’ 


‘Capable of knowing the system of the universe ’"—science, 


ie iene religion are all included in the phrase. The. 
- animal soul reacts to its particular environment, and asks no 
ee questions; but the outlook of the rational mind is universal. 
_ Man weighs in a balance the earth on which he moves, an. 
_~ insignificant speck; he calculates the’ distance, the mass, | 
ee and the movements of the farthest stars; he dissolves the LOE 
bye solid framework of material things into a whirl of mvisible 05 oo: "he 
- elements and forces; he traces the history of his own and Se 
ef other worlds ‘in the dark,backward and abysm of time’; 
he foresees his own death and the death of his race. "He eee 
| asks the meaning of it all, and he names the name of. God: ae 
Man alone philosophizes, and man is the only religious ani- ed 
wot mal, "The omnipresence of religion in the human race, often ns 
vee remarked on, however rude in origin and however gross the ee) 
y - superstitions with which it is first associated, is a symbol 
: of the Sep from the finite particulars of the senses sto the S 


oe M Monadology, section 83. 
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cee universal an thought. It 3 1s the beginning of the quest of © a 


. pe God, and the quest means that God i 1S present. in a new way 2 
‘ in the creature that undertakes’ to Spirits. alone ’, ‘says : Sa 







- Leibnitz again, ‘are made in Histiniave and are, as it were, 


of His race, or like children of the house, since they alone 
Saye COD, serve-him freely and act with knowledg ge, in imitation 
=e of the divine nature.’* | . | 








ee or his view of man, it. need hardly be added, is ; guepestive oe 
‘of anything else than of self-glorification. Mr. Bradley 


ae refers, in the context of the passage I have last quoted, to 


















8 that. vapouring, new or old, about Humanity, which, if it — 
were 1 not ambiguous, would be hardly sane’. And one recalls : 
Comte’s foolish phrase about the heavens declaring the glory, | 
not of God, but of Kepler and Newton, or that other about — 
‘the regency of God during the long minority of Humanity ’, ce 
and the echo of such things i in Swinburne’s ‘ Hymn to Man’: 


Glory to. Man ‘in. the highest! for Man is the master op io 


things. 


“Aid Mr. Bradley has also in view, “4 doubt not, hes more 
recent excesses of some Pragmatists and so-called Human- 






ists, those who speak ambiguously of a ‘ plastic’ world, of oe 


man as ‘making’ both truth and reality, or who acclaim as « 


the essence of modern humanity ‘the desire and determina- 


tion to have a voice and a vote in the cosmic councils’,> who 


write articles on ‘The Democratic Conception of God ’,® in 














which they tell us that ‘ society, democratic from end to end, oh they 
) ean brook no such class distinctions * as the effete European bes 
_ contrast between God and man. But in examining the 
me ae Religion of Humanity hast year, we saw the fallacy involved es, 
in treating humanity as a self- contained entity, a. kind of 20 
f - Absolute on its own account, deals would be impossible e 


a Ousted i in Latta’ Ss Laibnis, > p 366 (note), from Gerharae’s edition of ene 


he: Philosophical Works, vol. iv, p. 461. “Oo ate eee, 
- ® A.W. Moore, Pragmatism and its Crches. 3 D. 72. ee SEG 
. TH A Overstreet, ‘Hibbert Journal, ; Janay 1913. 








xu THE NATURE OF OUR ASSURANCE 239 








to a self-contained finite entity. To frame an ideal and 
_ pursue it means the presence of the infinite in the finite 

experience; or, from the other side, it is the mark of the 
finite being who is partaker, in an infinite life. All claims, — 
therefore, made on man’s behalf, must be based. on the 
objectivity of the values revealed in his experience, and 
_ brokenly realized there. Man does not make values any | 
more than he makes reality. The soul, in Plato's metaphor, _ 

“feeds upon ’ truth, upon goodness, upon beauty; and these, 
oes all infinite in their essence, humble, as well as exalt, | 
the finite subject to whom they display their bo 













‘Acdéw wbide Wore may be et as to the nature of 
- the assurance with which we hold our position. The logical 
principle of non-contradiction, or, to express it more largely, © 
the principle of intellectual coherence, we must and do 
| accept as absolute. We accept it as a necessity of reason 
ee ne involved in the possibility of knowing anything—involved 
| — therefore in all practical living as well as in the immov- 
able belief in law. or order which inspires all scientific 
































a - vindicate the principle; all experience may be looked. upon ’ 
[ — its progressive verification. But if we ask what is the 


investigation. And, needless to say, life and science alike — 


_ nature of our certainty that existence, the world of facts, is 
_ alimately and throughout intellectually coherent—that WEP ae 
have to do, in short, not with a chaos but with a cosmos, ss 
a world whose laws may be infinitely complex and difficult : “ha 
“te unravel, but which will never put us to permanent intel 
- dectual confusion—we are bound to reply that inasenseitis 
an “‘anproved belief. It is unproved sin the sense that we: oo 
Unawe not explored | the whole of existence, and in the nature eee 
of the case can never hope to include all the facts within the 
_net of reason. And hence it may perhaps be called a -postu- ie 
Tate of reason, a supreme hypothesis. ‘Many would describe. ae Hee 
it as as ‘venture of faith’, : ) and 2 as such it thas been: luminously eR ae 
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7 treated, as the first step in the theistic Scoamuent® a my : 
own revered teacher, Professor Campbell Fraser, in his’ 


Gifford Lectures on the Philosophy of Theism. Ina similar z . 


spirit Lotze speaks of ‘ the confidence of reason in itself ’ as 

-the faith which lies at the root of all knowledge. eas 
We bave most of us, I suppose, as good moderns and 
‘thildren of the light, had our gibe at the ontological argu- 
“ment, and savoured Kant’s pleasantry of the hundred 
dollars. “But this_ fundamental confidence of reason in 
itself is just what the ontological argument is really labour- 


ing to express—the confidence, namely, that thought, when 
made consistent with itself, is true, that necessary implica- — 
tion in thought expresses a similar implication in reality. — 


In this large sense, the truthfulness of thought—its ultimate 


-_truthfulness—is certainly the presupposition of all thinking: 


otherwise there could be no inducement to indulge in ‘the 


operation. To that extent we all believe, as Mr. Bradley. 
puts it in a rather incautious phrase, that * existence must 
| correspond with our ideas’. ‘When I say, ‘we all believe it; : 


I mean that it is the first and natural attitude of the mind to 


the world, that it never ceases to be our practical sent “a 


tion, and that, although a little philosophy may lead us 
for a time into the wilderness of scepticism and relativisni” 


- depth in philosophy, brings us back with fuller insight to a S 
the sanity of our original position. And Mr. Bradley’ scom- 
| - fidence that ‘the main tendencies of our nature’ must 0 








‘reach satisfaction in the Absolute’ 5 OF: Professor Bosan- 





| -— deliverances of | the n mor oral 1 facule 


a : -— quet’ s readiness to’ ‘stake [his | whole belief. in reality a a B ee 
on the general “ trueness and being ” of whole provinces aa 
oe o advanced experience" “such bd religion or ‘morality, or the ee 
world of beauty or of science’, is, in effect, an extension to 
our nature as a whole of the fundamental confidence ex- 
a pressed i in the ontological argument. — We are more or less | 
eo familiar: with this claim to. objectivity on. behalf. of. the a 


eS The 5 voice of. conscience ee 
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is frequently referred to in popular philosophy as the voice 7 
of God. The claim is made by modern philosophy in a more _ 
general form, and because it has been more critically sifted, 
it is no doubt vaguer in its outcome than the old cational. | 
argument used to be. Fundamentally, it is the conviction. 
that ‘the best we think, or can think, must be ’—a form of | 
_ statement which perhaps enables us to see the real intention 
of the old scholastic argument that ‘a perfect being neces- 
| sarily exists’. In other words, the possibilities of thought 
‘cannot exceed the actuality of being; our conceptions of the 
ideal in their highest range are to be taken as pointing to a_ 
real Perfection, in which is united all that, and more than, it 
has entered into the heart of man to conceive. 
Admittedly, however, such a conception transcends the 
empirical reality of man’s own nature or of the factual world 
around him, just as the perfectly coherent intellectual whole 
~ transcends the achieved results of knowledge. And, so far, 
ae the argument seems parallel in the two cases; in both there 
sds an aspect of faith, and in both a similar claim to objec- 
tivity. But it is idle to deny that, although the belief in ulti-. 
mate Goodness and Perfection at the heart of things may be 
held with a more passionate energy of conviction than the 
_ More. colourless postulate of the intellect, it does not present 
itself to most minds with the same impersonal logical : 
fe ~— cogency. ‘ The ultimate identity of value and existence’ has _ 
(one Been described as the great venture of faith to which mys- 
Ree elem: and speculative idealism are committed. "At has often 67 ee 
been described by. religious thinkers as a ‘wager’. It has) 00!) 
been treated as not in the strict sense a conclusion of the - 
— inteltect at all, but a decision of chafacter given out of a 
- man’s own ‘moral and religious experience. Hence: Fichte, 0 
who as much as any man believed in the coercive demonstra 
tions of thought, canl say, describing the great philosophical ee 
| antithesis between naturalism and idealism, ‘the kind OP age 











<3In'an- article ty. ‘Dean Ing : 


ee Sn The Times Literary Supplement, Cone 
eos March 2 20, » 1913. : , - 
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: philosophy we choose depends upon the kind of men we are’; 
and Eucken in our own day, under the name of Activist, 
“puts forward his ‘ spiritual Idealism’ as a problem to be 


| by a supreme act of the personality, and proved true by its 
consequences for life. So, as we all remember, William 
_ James, in his spirit-stirring essay on the ‘ Will to Believe’, 
represents a man’s theoretical conclusions as to the spiritual 


- ing to the one alternative or the other, an act which has its own 
~ influence in validating for the cosmos the hypothesis adopted. — 
But here we pass away from the point of view of religious : 
idealism into a moral dualism or Zoroastrianism, and the 
discussion of such a position would lead us too far.. But. 


out the truth about the universe—to find out, for example, 
- whether it is such a duel or not. Hence, whatever aspect of © 


gage quoted, adopts the familiar metaphor ofe staking our’. 


- priety of the confession, but because of its incongruity with — 





worked out by each man for himself, a truth to be embraced — . 


or non-spiritual character of the universe as a personal cleav- 


it may at least be said that on this path we are in danger 
of losing the meaning of truth altogether and forgetting 
the function of philosophy. Philosophy is not an effort to 
help the good cause in a cosmic duel, but an attempt to find ‘ 





faith may cling to a philosophical conclusion, it must be pre- ae 
sented as the conclysion of the reason upon a consideration 

‘of all the evidence and after due weight assigned to all the 
modes of our experience. It must be our reasonable faith, = 
and I note how that expression, emphasizing both aspectsof = 
. oe the case, occurs: prominently even ina theory of Absolutism WU 
like Professor Bosanquet’s, who also, as we saw in the pas- 





whole | belief in reality ’ ‘on the truth or trustworthiness Gf es 

oe .. Certain’ great provincés of our experience, ‘We must be- ph 
rou Neve? is Mr. Bradley's way of stating his ultimate conclu- 

: sion; and if J. commented on his frequent references to our ad ane 
ignorance of the ‘how ’, ‘it was not that I questioned 1 the ‘pro- Fe 





other dogmatic claims and. prorio founcements of the author. : 








ponte neice nee ae og SEs mst 


2 Soe A ce, 


‘LECTURE XIII 
THE IDEAL AND THE ACTUAL | 


“AccorDING to the argument of the preceding peade ite. 
is from the ideals present and operative in man's life that 

we draw our criterion of value and, at the same time, our 
conviction of the nature of the system in which we live. In 
what follows, I wish particularly to insist that here too we 
are drawing upon experience. Man’s experience is not 


‘3 4 


limited, in the moral life, for example, to the ‘is’ of his — 
actual achievement, or, in the contemplation and production | 

of the beautiful, to the beauty which the artist has succeeded 
in embodying in his poem, his painting, or his symphony. 
. in Marlowe’ s great words: 


If all the pens that ever poets held 
Had fed the feeling of their masters’ thotights, 
And every sweetness that inspired their hearts, 
_. Their minds and muses on admired themes: 
If all the heavenly quintessence they ’still 
- From their immortal flowers of poesy, 
_. Wherein as in a mirror we perceive 
The highest reaches of a human wit: 
ont these had made one poem’s period, 
_ And all combined in beauty’s worthiness, 
i Met should there hover in their restless heads 
One thought, one grace, one wonder, at the least, 


Ps Bs Which into words, no virtue can digest.’ 


oe = = 


ee ue Sir Joshua Reynolds on the painter’s ideal: ‘The sight never lg ogy BRIS 

ae beheld it, nor has the hand expressed it. It is an ideal residing inthe 

breast. of the artist, which he is at labouring: to pe and which ee 
oe he digs a at fast without imparting.” . heey te 


: - And, as in 1 the quest at oe 50. in the life of moral > : : 
a “endeavor. The best and noblest looks up to a better and fs 
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a nobles: with a strange mingling of ardour and despair he 






strains his eyes towards an unappypachable perfection. 
- Hence Browning’ s familiar paradox that life’s success lies 
in its failures, and that the divipe verdict, in contrast to the 





world’s, is passed, not upon the paltry sum of a man’s deeds 

























and attainments, but upon the visions of goodness which | 
aN were his own despair: | a 


What I aspired to be, 
And was not, comforts me. 


Such a passage requires, of course, to be read with under- 
standing. The question is not of the casual inoperative 
wish, or the formal acknowledgement of the more excellent 
way, on the part of those confirmed in self-indulgence. 
Obviously, where there is no attempt, there can be no_ 
failure. It is the vision of goodness which has pierced 
a man with a sense of his own unworthiness, the ideal after 
which he has painfully limped—it is of these things that the 
poet speaks. And what I am concerned to emphasize is 





simply that, according to a doctrine of immanence tightly os 

understood, man’s. ‘reach’ as well as his ‘grasp’ must be 
‘taken into account; for the presence of the ideal in human > 
experience is as mtich a fact as any other. It is, indeed ge Che R be 
much more; it is the: fundamental characteristic of that rhc ay 


experience. 


This is. frequently neglected. Philosophers | are apt oo a, 


oo tpeat human nature as a finite and strictly self-contained 

: . Fact, exhaustively revealed in its past record orin.its present 0 
a achievement. This 1 is the defect in. Hume’ Ss otherwise just Fae 
contention that every cause must be judged by its effects. 

_ We have no call, and no right, he argues, to attribute more 
ee intelligence or goodness to the causal principle of the uni- ae 
verse than we find actually exhibited i in the facts aswe see 
them. | But finite premisses can never prove an. infinite gone ys 
i _ Glusion; the ¢ limited and. patel goodness of which we have ae ee 





STE SRI nia 


te «io HUME'S CHALLENGE agg 


historical experience cannot of itself justify us in treating 
ere the whole history as the operation of a Being of infinite 
bie goodness, wisdom, and benevolence. And so Cleanthes tells 
us, at a turn of the argument, that he has been apt to suspect 
the frequent repetition of the word infinite in theological — 
writers to savour more of panegyric than of philosophy. 
_ We should get on better, he suggests, ‘were we to rest con- 
tented with more accurate and more moderate expressions’. _ 
_ The facts, as Hume sees them, present a motley spectacle in 
which, to the dispassionate observer, evil may well seem on 
the whole predominant over good.’ But this impression | 
may be due, I would suggest, to the external attitude of the — 
i dispassionate spectator so characteristic of Hume. Just as — 
i: his general argument is based on a consideration of ‘the 
; works of nature’, in which no account is taken of the char- 
/ acteristics of human nature, so when human phenomena do 
perforce come up for discussion, they are likewise judged 
as they would be by a spectator ab extra, necessarily limited 
in his data to overt manifestations, and ignorant of the 
_. conditions of the inner drama of which ee actions are the 
outcome and, as it were, the external register. But in such 
moral experience, finite and even paltry as the outcome in 
word or deed may appear, there may ‘be an infinite factor ©, 
e involved. How otherwise, indeed, can we explain the human | _ 
capacity of choice and man’s long struggle to rise above 
himself? Is it not just the power of framing (and conse- oe 
' quently of following) an ideal which constitutes man’s 
nature as a rational creature—which makes him more than ec 
: San intermittent pulse of animal desire? Man’s ideals are, Wh 
Eh sense, the creative forces that shape his life from within. on 
ee They have brought him thus far, and they confer upon. him ee 
phan the: possibility of an endless advance. As Edward Caird 
ee puts it: ‘ Their prophecies may be truer than history, because = ne ed 
oe they contain something more of the divine than history pee ngs 





pscean ere 









oo “Dialogues concerning N otural 1 Religion, Part, XI 
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a has expressed as ae or perhaps than it ever can ally oe 
express.’ *. | | oe 
: Whence, then: are. eee ideals derived and what. is the 
meaning of their presence in the. human soul? Whence : 
does Man possess this outlook upon a perfect Truth and 
gi Beauty and an infinite Goodness, the world of empirical 
fact being, as Bacon says, in proportion inferior to the soul?. 
- Man did not weave them out of nothing any more than he. 
brought himself into being. ‘It is He that hath made 
us, and not we ourselves’; and from the same fontal 
Reality must be derived those ideals which are the master- 
light of all our seeing, the element, in particular, of our ss! 
moral and religious life. The presence of the Idealis the = 
‘reality of God within us. This is, in essentials, the famous _ 
argument for the existence of God which meets us at the 
beginning of modern philosophy—the argument from the ye 
fact of man’s possession of the idea of a Perfect Being, 
which forms the centre, indeed the abiding substance, of 
- Descartes’s philosophy. This idea, Descartes reminds us, is 
not, just an idea which we happen to find as an individual : 
. item in the mind, like our ideas of particular objects. Ati fe 
innate, he says, in his old-fashioned misleading terminology. — 
He means that it is‘organic to the very structure of inteltioe cid 
gence, knit up indissolubly with that consciousness of self S Le 
_ which he treated as. his foundation- -certainty—so. that OUT vee 
oe experience as self-conscious beings aie be described with 05 
og out t taping eee I must not imagine ’ hes says in the Third ' 











yen “3 Buolution of Religion, aol ii, p. o ed is commenting upon ities 

ood * uel bow passage in which Goethe sets the world of inner experience 

beside the larger cosmos revealed to us in perception, and in which he 

Pee 2 justifies: the popular identification of the: divine: aie the: best that 1 we toe 
Np Phy? now: or can conceive: ; ee Cr Beh etl 









“Im innein: ist: ein Univetsuk ‘aach,- ee ee as 
‘Daher der Volker loblicher. ‘Gebrauch, ee he es 
_ Dass jeglicher das Beste was er kennt, ne eee 

ee Gott ja seinen Gott, ‘benennt. Te 
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Meditation, “ that the conception of the infinite is got merely 
by negation of the finite... . On the contrary I plainly see 
that there is more reality in the infinite substance than. 
in the finite substance, so much so that it may even be 
said that my consciousness. ‘of the infinite is In some sense 
prior to my consciousness of the finite—or, in other words, 
that my consciousness of God is prior to my consciousness _ 
of myself. For how could I doubt or desire, how could 
I be conscious, that is to say, that anything is wanting to 
me, and that I am not altogether perfect, if I had not 
_ within me the idea of a being more perfect than my Self by. 
comparison with whom 1 recognize the defects of my 
nature?’ The finite self, in short, with which Descartes 
appeared to start as an absolute and independent certainty, 
is not really an independent being at all. It can neither 
exist nor be known in isolation: it knows itself only as 
a member of a larger life. The idea of God, Descartes 
says elsewhere,’ originates along with the idea of self and. 
is innate in the same sense as the latter. The absolutely = 
finite, if the paradoxical expression may be pardoned, would _ 
_ be entirely shut up within the four walls of its independent e 
: entity: it would be a universe to itself with no consciousness 
ef any Beyond, and of course, therefore, without the con- 
sciousness of higher.or lower. But man is not finite in this, 
: sense. Man is by contrast a finite-infinite being, conscious | 
oe OE finitude only through the presence of an infinite nature | 
within him. The possibility of aspiration, infinite dissatis-' : 





. | Being emilee hinsselt in our pe. - an 


| os Towards the end of the Third Meditation, 




















ae 


faction. and its obverse, the capacity for infinite progress— oS : 
ae _ these fundamental characteristics of the human and Fational a 


‘We need not follow Descartes in the niechanient ea: 
| external details of. his theory—I. mean. in. the separation of : : : f : : 
the idea from the fact it represents, the treatment of it ag an’ ets 

































i . infinite ig what the finite is not. The idea is positive up tol 
the finite and infinitely more. But that ‘more’, although it | 
terms of conscious experience or of thought till it is revealed Q : 


eS often be, in the travail of our souls. 
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a effect produced i in the mind by an external catise—nor eat “see 

we even be perturbed if doubts invade us whether we really * up 
~ do possess such a positive. idea of an absolutely perfect - i 
| pened as Descartes seems to aasett, and whether it isthis > 


been ae an objection to Descaries S Sa that we o ‘ 
know only degrees of more and less, as we find them in| 
experience, and that by a process of idealization from these a 

: examples we frame the imagination of a Being indefinitely = 4 
exceeding the greatest and the best we know, whom we e 


finally proceed to clothe with superlatives as the absolutely ; 
- Perfect Being. But, in point of fact, what more do we want | 
for the purposes of the argument than is here conceded? 
We may well admit that we do not rightly know in what — 
Perfection consists. It is something which we feel towards, © 
whose characters we divine along the lines of our own high- 
est experiences; and our idea is, to the end, something ro a 
approximative, a hint, a suggestion, a bare outline. If bya 

positive idea Descartes is supposed to mean a clear, precise, — 
and adequate idea, then it is certain we possess no such idea 
~ of a Perfect Being. ‘We should require to be God in order eee ut 
to construct it. But what Descartes really meant by Me = 
epithet was that the idea is not a mere negation—as ifwe- 
- simply clapped a ‘not’ before the finite, and said that the | 


the very limits of: conception, including all that. is real. in 
is the moving spirit of life within us, we do not ‘possess in’ 
to us bit by bit ‘ withthe process of. the suns ’ ? , and, it tay eu a 


Let it be frankly admitted, therefore, that 1 we sade: not seuae oS | 


ee the. full-orbed conception as our direct. criterion of value, ae | 
a “because the full-orbed conception is. not ours. The human cee 







‘ idea of God or of perfection 52 as s Locke said i in an ant phrase | 
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| of our idea of infinity, “an endless growing idea,’ 1 one which 
- grows with man’s own growth, acquiring fresh content from 


every advance in inawiedee or in goodness, opening up 
fresh heights and depths to, him who presses honestly for- 


ward; but he who penetrates farthest will be the last to say 
that he has attained. We are never at the goal, but as we 


move, the direction in which it lies becomes more and more 
definite. The movement and the direction imply the goal; 
they define it sufficiently for our human purposes; and in - 
direct experience we are never at a loss to know what is. 


_ higher and what is lower, what is better and what is worse. 


A criticism of the ordinary form of what is called the 
cosmological argument leads us by a slightly different path ' 
| to a similar result; for again what we have is the argument . 

_ from the less to the more, from the finite to the infinite. 
In form, it is the ordinary argument from effect to cause, - 


Pie, 


from the empirically verified existence of the world—my ; 
-own existence at the very least—to God as the cause which | 


- example: ‘Man has a clear conception of his own being: 


he knows certainly that he exists and is something. . . . If, 
therefore, we know that thus there is some real belie, and 
oe that nonentity cannot produce any real being, it is an evident _ 
ae __ demonstration that from eternity there has been something, 
-.,.. . Again, a man finds in himself perception and knowl- 

a edge, and as whatsoever is the first eternal being feannot} oe 
give to another any perfection that it hath not, either actu- se 
ally in itself or in a higher degree, it necessarily follows that ioe 
the first eternal being: cannot be matter but must be an Sneha Vigne 
ee eternal Mmind..2 yo - : | 


explains that existence. So we have it in Locke, for — 


It is at this point that we are faced by Hume’s eejoindee, cu 


foe i Essay, IL i ee Ch section 12: ‘a growing and fugitive idea: still 3 a | 
ae tae boundless. progression that can stop nowhere’, and, in the ane ivery “ 


BE from a positive ee idea’ oe 15). 
cee Essay, IV. 10. 2-12, Sots 


. . already referred to: ‘Whence can any cause be known but = 
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from its known effects?’ We reach along such a line of | 
argument only sufficient power and sufficient intelligence 
to account for the tangled web of empirical fact; it. is” 
impossible, from finite and imperfect data as our premisses, — 
to reach the infinite and perfect in our conclusion. But, 
as Hegel has justly pointed out, such a criticism of the 
reasoning misreads entirely the logic of religion and, indeed, 
the procedure of living thought in any sphere, which per- 
- petually carries us in the conclusion beyond ‘our premisses. 
— Otherwise why reason at all, if there is no advance? The 
_ premisses have to be transformed, set in. another light, in 
order to yield the conclusion. In the argument which we 
are considering, the finite empirical world is certainly our e 
starting-point, but the defect of the ordinary syllogistic = 
form, says Hegel, is that ‘the starting-point is taken as a | 
solid foundation and supposed to remain so throughout, left 
at last just as it was at the first . . . as if we were reasom- 0. 
ing from one thing, which is and continues to be, to another 
thing which in like manner is’. But ‘to think the phenom- _ a 
enal world rather means to re-cast its form and transmute a 
‘+ into a universal’; and ‘what men call the proofs of — 


God’s existence are, rightly understood, [just] ways of _ 
describing and analysing the active course of thought, the ee 
mind thinking the data of the senses *’ Hence to the re- 
 figious man the passage from the finite to the infinite does 
mot mean that the empirical world is anything more than | ae 
the point of departure’? It is, in fact, the contingence of ee 
the finite which is the whole nerve of the reasoning. As it ene 
has been put, the argument is not so much ‘Because the con- 
-'tingent is, therefore the necessary being is’; it is, rather, a 
Because the contingent is not, the necessary being is’? It 
Gg because the finite facts in their dispersedness and muta- 
_-pility seem to be unable to stand alone, to have nothing = 
4 Eneyelopaedia, section 50. eo 

4 Philosophy of Religion, vol. ii, p. 287 (English translation). 

_ *Caird’s Critical Philosophy of Kant, vol. ii, P. 125. an 
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stable or permanently satisfactory about: hea and to be 


riddled with discord and contradiction, that the mind seeks 
to pass beyond them, as. fragmentary appearances, to a 
reality which it conceives as an abiding and harmonious _ 


whole. Hence the starting-point is cancelled, so far as its 
independent existence is concerned. ‘The apparent means 


or stepping-stone vanishes,’ and the finite is recognized as 
existing only in and through the infinite. This is not to be 


interpreted, however, Hegel urges, as if the finite’ were 


merely absorbed. It is the nature of the infinite to express _ 
itself in the finite; and the living fact is just this unity—the 
realization of the infinite in the finite and the recognition by — 


the finite of its own groundedness in the infinite. 
The character of the reasoning is expressed in the name 
most commonly given to the argument—the argument a 
_ contingentia mundi—and Professor Bosanquet describes it, 
not unfairly, as ‘ the essential argument of metaphysics ’ and 
as identical ‘in all Idealist philosophies ’.1. The necessary, 


as opposed to the contingent in the argument, is, as he says, 
‘the stable, the satisfactory, the féfazor,’ and the essence _ 
of the reasoning is an ‘inference from the imperfection of 

2 data and premisses’.* It is what he calls ‘the spirit of Be 
| Totality’, working within us, which carries us forward.’ The! oe 
same ‘idea of the spirit of the whole is the fundamental mean- ee 
Sere ing of Aristotle’ s great doctrine of the First Mover, operative ‘ - 
in the universe as desire or love, and so, through the questof 
ee satisfaction and self-completion, drawing all things to itself. ne 
It is what we desire—what we are not, but what we have the 80-2, 
he power to become—that i is the moving power in all advance. Be Die 


f Our destiny, our being’s heart and home, 
_ Is with infinitude, and only there; _ 
"With hope it is, hope that can never die, 
| Effort, and expectation, and desire, 
SE eos vo eg And: something evermore about to. be.? ; 
ces : | Undividulit and Value, p. 262. ce * Thi, P. 207. 
oe. es * Wordsworth, The Prelude, Book VE. 








































































252 ‘THE IDEAL AND THE ACTUAL _ LECT. 
| - Hence the de is. precisely the most real iiiae in the 
oh “world and those ranges of our experience, such as religion, er 
which are specifically concerned with the ideal, instead of ee 
being treated as a cloud-cuckoo-land of subjective fancy, 
_ may reasonably be accepted as the best interpreters we have | 
oc Of the true nature of reality. And certainly innosphereof =. 
our experience is the implication of objectivity—the ‘truth-_ | 
claim’, as it has been called—more insistent, one might say, : 
“more overwhelming, than just in the moral and religious life. 
Reverence for the ord law, the self-humiliation caused by oa 
failure to fulfil its demands, the sense of sin, the attitude 
of worship and utter self-surrender, are possible only if the 
subject feels himself in presence of a Reality beside which | 
all else pales into insignificance. Anditistothe moraland = 
religious man himself that we must go, not to the philoso; 
pher weaving theories about him, if we are to understand _ 
his experience aright. The religious man’s account of his 
experience may be overlaid with accretions and survivals 
of primitive custom and ‘belief; and on these accessories 
philosophical criticism and historical research have their 
legitimate work to do. But the fundamental presupposi- 
tions of any experience must be accepted from the exper ae 
ence itself: they may be explained, but not explained awaye 
On the evidence of the moral and religious life, therefore, — 
we are bound to treat the ideals of that life not as devout 
imaginations, in which fancy has combined with desire to 
heighten and idealize certain features of the actual, but aS es 
having their authentic basis in the nature of the world. In 
_. Mr. Bradley’s words : ‘ There is nothing more real than. whats 002, 
ee comes i in religion. Toeompare facts such as these with what 
comes to us in outward existence would be to trifle with theese 
subject. The man who demands a reality more solid. than Ste 
. _ Hatol the religious consciousness knows not what heseeks.”? 
‘The: ‘presenee and power of the Ideal is the solution. of re) 
Pike Pa See a | *Apbearance o and 4 Realty 449. Lee 
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the question at issue in the. ever-renewed debate between 
-Immanence and transcendence. Without the acknowledge- 


ment of the Ideal, a doctrine of immanence must degenerate — 
into an acceptance and justification of the actual, just as 
we find it. In Pope’s shallow phrase, ‘ whatever is, is right’. 


This is the lower Pantheism, of which we spoke in the first 
lecture of this series; and it is to be observed that such a_ 

theory, by ascribing everything that happens to the direct 
or immediate agency of God, is a virtual denial of the exist- 


ence of reflective self-conscious, spiritual centres, such as we 
know them in our own experience. For although we often 
talk, in a legitimate metaphor, of individuals as the vehicle 


or the channel of certain divine ideas or purposes, the self- 


conscious individual must appropriate the idea in order to 


transmit it; he must identify himself with the purpose in 
order to be its instrument. On the theory which we are 


criticizing, however, the metaphor is taken as literal fact, 


and such self-reference is no more possible to the individual 
centre than it is to the water-pipe in respect of the water 


which courses through it. We are all divine automata, with 


at most a passive sentience of what goes on within us, en- 
_ during the course of events as they happen. Immanence, 
ae _ so understood, reduces both God and ‘man to meaningless — 
_. terms, for God becomes simply a collective name for a world 
2 dhe of things which simply exist. In such a world there is not — 
room even for the most ordinary case of desire-prompted — : 
“o> action; for desire, as distinguished from recurrent appetite, | 
implies the idea of a better. And the idea of abetter means 
the idea of the self as finding satisfactioninastateofthings = 
i = different from its actual situation. @altry or evanescent as” oe “st 
the particular satisfaction may be, we have in such simple 
| _ experiences the origin of the ideal self, the conception of. 7. 
_. which, as a permanent and authoritative object of desire, 
it is the function of experience in the individual and in thes ose 
race to » develop and Creanize: Apart | from this cree oF ee 
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- self-reference, there can be no ideals, but only: bare facts. | 
And if the lower Pantheism is justly criticized as being _ 
indistinguishable from Atheism, the reason is that there can 
be no true doctrine of God which is not based on a true — 
“doctrine of man. Now the essence of human nature is just, : 
as the Boet expresses it, 


Effort and expectation and desire 
And something evermore. about to be— 


the contrast between: the actual present aed the unrealized 
future, passing into the deeper contrast between the “is”: : 
and the ‘ ought-to-be ’, and the duality of what is commonly — 
called the lower and the higher self, with the discord and | 


_ the struggle thence resulting. 


The process of such a life is explicable only through’ the - 


_ actual presence within it, or to it, of the Perfection to which 


‘it aspires. Theories of the sheer transcendence of the divine | : 


" defeat their own object, because the very exaltation of the 08) 
divine into an inaccessible Beyond confers a spurious inde- a 
_ pendence or self-existence upon the finite. It is treated as 
existing in its own right. But as soon as we begin to treat 
- God and man as two independent facts, we lose our hold 
: ; upon the experienced fact, which is the existence of the ONE 
in the other and through the other. Most people would prob- 8 
ably be willing to. admit this mediated existence. in the Case. 
of man, but they might feel it akin to sacrilege tomake the = 
: same assertion of God. And yet, if our metaphysic. is, age 
it professes to be, an analysis of experience, the implication , 
_is strictly reciprocal. God has no meaning to us out of rela- }_ : 


tion to our own lives %r to spirits resembling ourselved. in | 
~ their finite erasp and infinite reach ; and, in the. nature. of | 
the case, we have. absolutely. no. grounds. for positing: his 1) 
_ existence out of that. reference. Piha ey Co aa 


L have ‘commented in a previous ecture—in eomexion S We 


with Kant and Martineau—on the ‘unworkableness of a 
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| purely ‘transcendent theory, and in the sequel I hope to 
deal more explicitly with what T hold to be the true concep- 
tion of the divine life. In the present connexion it may be | 
sufficient to suggest that. the transcendence which must be- 
retained, and ee is intelligible, ‘refers to a distinction of. 
value or of quality, not to the ontological separateness of 
x one being from another. It refers, as we have seen in this is 
lecture, to the infinite greatness and richness of the contain- 
‘ing Life, as compared with anything as yet appropriated by 
the finite creature. But the creation of a soul is not com- | 
parable to the manufacture of an article, which remains 
throughout something separate from its maker, and which 
is dismissed, when finished, to do the specific work for which 
its designer has fitted it. It may be more fitly represented _ 
by the addition of a child to a family. But it is something » 
more intimate still; for the filaments which unite the finite - 
spirit to its creative source are never severed. The Pro- 
ductive Reason remains at once the sustaining element of © 
the dependent life, and the living content, continually offer- 
ing itself to the soul which it has awakened to the knowl-. 
- edge and the quest of itself. — 









































Aes "which we are € agreed, t more e especially a as certain 1 utterances | 





LECTURE XIV_ 
‘THE ABSOLUTE AND THE FINITE INDIVIDUAL 


THE "Ideal was treated in the preceding lecture as the 
infinite present in the finite, and we thus naturally found 
ourselves involved towards the close in the general question | 
of the relation of the finite individual to the creative prin- 
ciple of its life. I propose, in this lecture and the one which 
follows, to deal with this subject—to discuss what I may 
call the status of the finite individual—mainly in the light | 
of its recent treatment by Professor Bosanquet in his — 
suggestive volume on The Value and Destiny of the 
Individual, with such reference as may be called for to — 
Mr. Bradley’s doctrine in Appearance and Reality and the 


theories of Spinoza and Hegel, in which Professor Bosan- 
quet’s treatment will generally be found to have its roots, 
I believe that a consideration of Professor Bosanquet’s posi- Bag 
“tion is likely to prove especially helpful, because in “both... 
his Gifford volumes he adopts Keats's description of the 
world as ‘the valé of soul-making ’, and frequently speaks Be 
in that sense as if the moulding of individual souls were the 
typical business of the universe, while at the same time the — ae 


of ; strong monistic trend of his thinking tends to’ carry him in 
oor an opposite direction—to the view that ‘the formal distinet- 


ness’ of finite selves is an appearance due to ‘ impotence ’ 


2 and incidental to their finitude. From this point of view 4. 


ue the blending or fusien of individual selves in an absolute ee 


; _ experience becomes (according as we regard it) either the eniges 
Sh consummation of their effort and apparent progress intime, 


or the timeless reality to which that appearance corresponds. : 
Ate will be well, ‘at the outset, to indicate the points on 
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of my own in the past have been understood as a typical 
and extreme ae oro: what I suppose Professor Bosan- 
quet means by ‘an irrational Personalism’, that is, as he 
explains, the notion of ‘ the personal self as an exclusive 


_ entity, simply living out a nature of its own’ Or. again, 


what he calls ‘the unreflecting attitude iain accepts 


- [finite selves or persons] as fundamentally isolated self- 
_ subsistent beings, externally connected, but not in any 9 — 
genuine sense parts of the same stuff or elements in the | 
same spirit’. Such phrases may perhaps descri be accu- 
rately the old doctrine of the soul-substance as a kind of 
metaphysical atom, which served as substrate or point of 
attachment for the individual’s experiences; and so far as 


these experiences are regarded by any thinker as subjective 


processes going on within this substance, as in a kind of 
- closed internal space, so far we might characterize his con- 
- ception of the self as that of an exclusive entity living out 
a nature of its own. Among recent treatments, Dr. McTag- 
: gart’s theory of personal identity, based on identity of | 
o .. substance, has certain obvious affinities with the theory 
_ eriticized. Dr. McTaggart does, indeed, expressly describe 
the self as ‘a substance existing in its own right ’;° though 
fae -he~more usually speaks of it as a fundamental ane eternal “ 
differentiation of the Absolute, which is treated as the unity 
or society of such persons, without being itself a person. 
_. Or, again, we found Martineau, in his insistence on the o>. 
| transcendence of the Divine as the source of obligation, 
Ae speaking of the ‘ unitary’ nature of personality as occupy~ 
| ing one side of a given relation and unable to be also on’) 
the other, and using such phrases as ‘an insulated nature’, — ee 
doe’ ova being existing ‘within the enclosure of his detached pete 
ee porality >” | Such expressions, as we saw, were consented. oe 


+ Vila ind ‘Destiny of the Individual, pp. 32-3. S ee 1 Tid, P. 46 
5 “9 Studien’ in Hegelian Cosmalogyy p. 37. pc ee ea 
: CE Lecture, q, Pate 8 PP. 36-7. 
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28 ABSOLUTISM AND THE INDIVIDUAL tec. 
with the externally deistic conception of God and the cor- 
 respondingly individualistic conception of man which, on 
the whole, dominate Martineau’s formal philosophy. But 
a closer inspection shows that. these phrases are applied to — 
the hypothetical case of ‘one lone man in an atheistic 
universe’; and if we recall Martineau’s frequent designa~- 
tion of God, in his philosophy of religion, as‘thesoulofall 
souls’, we see that they cannot be intended to apply inany 
literal sense to the relations of the divine to the human, as ig 
they exist and are experienced in the actual universe. Still, " 
even to put forward the hypothetical case is evidence of 
defective philosophical insight. For the mere individual — 
nowhere exists; he is the creature of a theory. oe 


A. self can exist only ‘in vital relation to an objective cee 


sionals Sa 


system of reason and an objective world of ethical observ- 
-ance from which it receives its content, and of which itis, 
‘as it were, the focus and depositary. Apart from these it — = 
‘would be a bare point of mere existence. Historically, the 
‘ndividual is organic to society, to which he is sometimes 
said to be subsequent; for, in the light of history, it is not 
altogether unmeaning to speak, as Professor Bosanquet does, 








of ‘the genesis ’—so to speak, the ‘crystallizing’—of the 

- individual soul out of the collective soul of the prinfffive 
community; the genesis, at any rate, of anything worthy — oe 
to be called self-consciousness. Apart from questions of 
-. origin, it is certainly ‘true that it is only by a convenient 
(though often misleading ) abstraction that we can discuss 
the nature and conduct of the individual apart from the 
social whole in which he is, as it were, imbedded, and of 
which he appears tobe the product, And as the individual 


Gg organic to society, so in still larger philosophical refer- 











ence the individual is organic to a universal life or world, 
of which he is similarly a focus, an organ or expression. - 







And he cannot possibly be regarded as self-contained in 


gelation to that life, for such seli-containedness would mean 
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sheer emptiness. Both his existence. and his nature (his 
‘that’ and his ‘ what’) are derived. It is absurd to talk of - 


him as self-subsistent or existing in hisown right. He exists 


as an organ of the universe or of the Absolute, the one 
Being; and from the same source he draws - rational and | 
- spiritual content, ‘ feeding’, as Plato says, ‘on mind and | 
pure knowledge, the proper food of every soul’, | 
Hence, as Professor Bosanquet rightly, more than one, - 
insists, “the finite self, like everything in the universe, is now — 
and here beyond escape an element in the Absolute 2 Or, if 
we use the more concrete terms of religion, we may sav that 
‘no act of creation is conceivable or possible which should — 
extrude us from the life of God and place us, as solitary 
units, outside the courses of his being. The individual self, 
an other words, does not exist ‘ strong in solid singleness’, — 
like a Lucretian atom. The currents of the divine life course ~ 
through it; it is open to all the influences of the universe. — 


As we have already seen,* how should we explain the fact of 
progress, if not by this indwelling in a larger life—this con- 





_ tinuity with what is more and greater than ourselves? And 


_... it is from the fact that the finite individual i is thus rooted in 
eee wider life, to whose influences it remains throughout acces- _ 
sift, that those visitings of grace, of which the religious 








. ‘consciousness testifies, become médst easily intelligible—as 
leg well as those more violent upheavals of the personality as we oo 
have known it, in which, as religion says, the man is born _ 


ae a gain and becomes a new creature. And because, 50. long ast : 





| it exists, every self remains in principle thus accessible, the Pay ae Ss 
eS possibility of such regeneration remains open to the most, 2s 
- abantloned or degraded. For which*of us knows hisown 
| self and its possibilities, whether for good or for evil? 

According to the saying of M. Bergson, which Professor 
4 Bosanquet is fond a quoting; Nous ne nous tenons jamais: ee ae 


me a *Phocéras,. 247. . : Ne | ‘ Oe ats and { Destiny, DP. 257. 
| i Lee ure : an 
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: tout entiers’: we never ‘possess ourselves entirely. ‘If we 


could, we should be, I Suppose, either the Absolute in propria’ 


oi persona, or Browning’s ‘ finite clod, untroubled bya ae 


the unchanging atom of a false theory. | 
- But, to realize the presence of the universal in the indi 


vidual (or the life of the individual in the universal, accord- 
‘ing as we choose to express the organic or inherent relation © 


which unites them), it is not necessary to go beyond ] Profes-: 


sor Bosanquet’s simple instance from everyday life, the bare 


fact of argument or discussion. ‘No one ever dreams’, he 


says, ‘of acting on the assumption that a mind is for itself, 
especially at a given moment of time, all that it is in itself. 


If this were the case, we should never argue or persuade. | | 4 
For to argue or to persuade i is to rely on factors ofthemind» 


which are at the moment not explicit, and which we desire 


to evoke into explicitness.’* It is the same thought which © 
Plato expresses in the Meno in the quasi-mythical doctrine 
of Reminiscence, which, reduced by himself to philosophical a 
prose, assures us that ‘ all Nature is akin’ and, therefore, for _ 
the rational mind any actual knowledge is so linked with CREE 
other truths as to be capable of carrying us ultimately to thee 
end of the intellectual world, that is, to the systematic oe 
knowledge of the whole. Thus any knowledge i is the possi- io 
bility of all knowledge, or, in his actual words, ‘the soul can eo 

eho eltert all out of a - recollection, if a man is strenuous ae 
fae and does not faint’. ee 
oan oe All this, then, is common ground, aad common ales is (or i. : 
cf : ae appears to be) the conviction that in the making of souls - we | | 
have the typical business, oF, as one might put it, the central 
interest of the universe. ‘The universe’, said Professor 

“ ' Bosanquet in the opening lecture of his first. course, “is not . 3 : 
ae a place of pleasure, nor even a place. compounded | of. proba- es 
Jogi EOS tion and justice; it is, from the highest point. of view Cotes fee 
ee cerned with finite beings a Blaee of E scolanslen. Our best oe 
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experience carries us without hesitation thus far. . . . It is 


the moulding and the greatness of souls that we really care 


for.’ 1 And in his second volume the phrase and the idea 
are made central. But in spite of this, there is at various 


points in the book, as I have already hinted, something 
curiously grudging in his treatment oe what he calls ‘ the 
formal distinctness of selves or souls’.2 The term is ised 


always, I think, with a tone of depreciation, as if this were 


a feature which one is, indeed, forced to recognize, but rather 


as a limitation to be overcome than as part of the funda-_ 


mental structure of the universe—what one might perhaps eee 
term the fundamental method of creation. ‘No one’, we 
are told, ‘ would attempt to overthrow this formal di sinc: 
ness—consisting in the impossibility that one finite centre 
of experience should possess, as its own immediate experi- 


ence, the immediate experience of another.’ But it is sug- 


gested that it ‘depends on what are at bottom unessential 
limitations, such as the fact of differences of vital feeling, 
depending as a rule on the belonging of different selves to 
different bodies’; and ‘if the hindrance against two selves 


having the same immediate experience could be removed, 


the result involved would be the coalescence of the two selves _ 
RTO one | ‘So, again, we are told that this formal distinct- 
ness is ‘no o doubt inevitable on the assumption that there are 
to be finite individuals, because, if the centres ceased to have | 
eo the different bases of feeling that keep them from merging, 
my they would be one without distinction and there would be no _ 
ede two experiences to: blend ’. , Nevertheless, ‘ its nature seems 
not wholly fundamental nor irreducible’, And later the 
conclusion. is reached that ‘while We may venture to say Oe es 
ce that we see a use and convenience in this system ‘of finite... eos 
a experiences iy a We: are aware of i its pees and. oe re 


| Individuality and d Values es 6: 


oe * Value and Destiny, p. 47 Gn the second I lecture, where this grudging: < me oe 
at a ness is s specially soon) spt ouetian); : . 
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ficial nature’ eR completer unity of finite minds in one | 
would bring us at once to a partial Absolute, and necessitate 

a transformation of the differences which now suffice to 
keep finite minds distinct’; but this, it is indicated, would 
not serve the purposes of ey life’. “But, again (he re- 
 peats), we are aware of the precarious and superficial nature 
OE their distinctness, and at every point we meet with indica- 
tions that something deeper and more real underlies them.’ 

‘The attitude revealed in such expressions, and the con- 
stantly recurring conception of blending or merging, as the 
superior ideal or goal, seem to me very significant as bearing 
on the ultimate outcome of a rigidly absolutist theory, and 
I will return to consider them in that reference. , But we > 
must first, in justice both to Professor Bosanquet and to | 
ourselves, take note of the main considerations on which he 


bases this view of the unimportance of the distinctness of 
selves and, as it would seem, its progressive disappearance. = 


_ These considerations are indicated in the reference in the 


passage last quoted to something deeper and more real which ne 


underlies the individual selves. And in what has already 


been said about the universal in which the individual lives, 
and from which he draws his sustenance, ] have emphasized 
in advance my adhesion to the valuable truth which Pro~ 
fessor Bosanquet enforces. What I deny isits relevanceto 
the suggested view of finite selfhood as a vanishing distinc- 


a he - tion. Professor Bosanquet’s polemic is directed against. the ye 
ce tendency to over-emphasize the exclusiveness of the'self, dso 
if it were in the assertion of its bare self-identity : and differs = 


ae ence from others that the self realized its true being; sand it 







8 ls. characteristic of his s ergument. that he construes any state-_ end 
ment of the focal difference or separateness of selves as. as 
me "implying the denial of anycommonaimsorcommoncontent, 
in short, the denial of any common lifein the whole. Andas 








peat such a. view he has no difficulty i in. showing that the eS 
ee ae ¥ Value and 1 Destiny, PP. a, a8, 5 8 ee 
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‘value ofa ‘self, or, in his own phr ase, its reality, lies in its 
content, and that this depends just on the extent to which it 
appropriates a common heritage of ideas and interests. The 
life of the finite individual, as it builds up its true self, is 

thus a continual process of self-transcendence; its true per- | 
sonality or individuality does not lie in unshareable feelings, — 
_ but in the richness and variety of its thoughts and interests. 
‘It is not an abstract point of particularity ; it is, or rather, 


it makes itself, a little world, a microcosm. But the con- 


_ tents of such a self—and every actual self is in its degree 
such a self—are essentially shareable. In social interests | 
and purposes the individual becomes one with his fellows; — 
and in science and philosophy, religion and art, he shares 


_ those universal interests which are the common heritage of 


humanity—which in the most literal sense make us men. It 


is obvious, therefore, that there must be an identity of con- 


- tent in all selves, and that the extent of this identity may 
vary indefinitely as between different selves, ‘large numbers 


of consciousnesses’ being indeed, as he says, ‘completely 
s commeicent for the greater proportion of their range ’—so- 





- much so as to suggest the difficulty of understanding ‘ what 
was to be gained by so immense a multiplication of contents” 


 diffbut identical’. In this reference we may quite intelligibly 





talk, as Professor Bosanquet does, of ‘the overlapping of 


ae intelligences * , inasmuch as ‘the formal diversity of finite — : Cee 
centres is not at all thoroughly sustained and rein rorced o by a 







. coincident diversity of the matter of their experience ’ Bates: ae 


to add, as he does, that the formal diversity is ‘in some 
_ degree reacted on and impaired ’ by the partial identity.is, Fe3 20 
: ~ subtit, to state what may be true as the author intends-it; in 0) 
a form which opens the way to serious error. For it is quite ur 
: clear, that the formal distinctness of selves is not at all hae 
eee impaired ’—not affected at all—by the extent of the knowl oe 










ee ot Ibid., Dp 56. “CE 4 B. 333 ‘Their contents overt in the most stinvegulas , 
a and fluctuating way: a Te GEL OO Be a tae aca Ca eS 
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. ee they have in common, or of dhe sympathies they share. 


























The fabric of two minds may, as Professor Bosanquet has. 
suggested, be so nearly identical that the one seems to redu- 
plicate the other rather than to supplement it, and yet they 
‘remain two minds to the end of the chapter. Finite centres — 
may ‘overlap’ indefinitely in content, but, ev w termini, — 
_ they cannot overlap at all in existence; their very raison 


: d'etre i is to be distinct and, in that sense, separate and exclu os 


sive focalizations of a common universe. 


It is not conceivable, of course, that Professor Bosanquet t 


“means to deny such a commonplace. He allows, indeed, at 
the outset, that ‘individuality or personality has an aspect 
of distinct unshareable immediacy, [although] in substance, 
in stuff and content, it is universal, communicable, expan-_ 
sive’. But the suggestion of the argument throughout is 
the unimportance of this aspect. It may be a necessary — 
condition of finiteness, but finiteness, we are distinctly told, 


‘lies in powerlessness ’; and we’ noted how the expansion of _ = 

the self and its identification of itself with other selves in . 
: common interests and movements repeatedly suggested to | 
the author the idea of blending or merging as the consum- 
mation of the process of enlargements and a kind of emanci-— ee 
pation from the de facto limitations of individuality as We. os 
know it. This i 1s brought out still more strongly, if possible, Pee 
in the author’s summary of the lecture. ‘There is no ruleas 


fos oe to how tar “ persons ’ "can overlap i in their. contents. Often | 2 
. me . a: little change of quality i in feeling, it seems, would all but iets! 
bring them into one. It is impotence, and no mysterious 
imitation that keeps them apart. At their strongest they eS 


8 become confluent, and We see how they might be wholly so.’ * tk 
8 bid, Dp. xxi Citalies matey: Cf. again in one of the summaries. of ae 











es the previous volume: “There would be no gain in wiping out the. distinc- a 
.... tion between one self and another in finite life; our limitations them- 
ae selves. no doubt. have a value. Still, in principle, our limitations are 
merely de facto; there is no hard barrier set that can make our being ~ 





©. discontinuous with others. or "with the > perfect experience’ a nusoidualtiy eS 


H : lee uaaee PB 7am) cee 
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: The ace stress | is laid, in this chapter and again in Chap-— 
ter IX where ‘the destiny of the finite self’ is discussed, 
upon the objective and impersonal content as distinguished 
from the personalities in which it is focused or realized. 
‘The social fabric or any of the great structures in which 


spiritual achievement takes shape, e. g. knowledge, fine art, 


historical continuity of the constitutional system of a 

— country’—‘ solid fabrics’ or 

- these—‘are the certain, intelligible and necessary thing’, 

the “something deeper and more real’ of which he spoke 

as underlying sae ‘precarious and superficial’ system of 
finite experiences.’ | 


é 


organic structures’ such as 


My argument does not require 1 me to deny what is true in 
this way of putting the case. These great supra-individual © 


creations impress us all with a sense of permanent, or at 


least, of age-long reality. The structure of a national civil-. 


ization and the traditions which constitute a nation’s life 
seem real in a sense which transcends and overshadows the 
reality of any individual citizen of to-day, or any of the 
nameless generations of the past, of whose lives it is, as it 
_ were, the abiding product. The time has gone by when it 
was possible to speak of such things as mere abstractions: _ 
SFP is the individual who is apt to appear an abstraction when 
get over against them. And so he is when set over against — 
them; for, as we have abundantly seen, it is only in them— 
CBs: participating in them—that he has any concrete reality, 
But if we are not to forget the fundamental structure of the oe 
world, the counter-stroke must also be delivered. The uni- 
. ae versal is” no less an abstraction, if it is taken as real, ar . Hata 
as ‘possessing substantive existence, independently of the = 
Vi ‘individuals’ whose living tissue it is. They realize them- 
selves through it: it realizes itself in them. Thus a Social a 
RNC _ whole § is s the sustaining life of its individual members, k but . Cee 


"A Palee and. Destiny, ok or 
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melts into thin air if we try to” treat it as an entity apart 
& - from them. | Exclusive emphasis on the one side or the other 
is the explanation of the perennial duel between individual- 
istic and organic theories of socjety or between nominalism ; 
and realism, pluralism and monism, in the wider field of 
philosophy. Now, although Professor Bosanquet certainly 
would not challenge the Aristotelian doctrine of the concrete. 
universal just enunciated, the strongly monistic trend of his 
thought leads him, as we have seen, to treat the individual, 
qua individual, almost as a negligible feature of the world, 
-and in the issue, consequently, as we Shall see later, to treat 
the finite self as a transitory phenomenon. 
But this, I venture to urge, is entirely to mistake and. to 
underrate the place which individuation holds in the struc- | 


ee the Absolute, or perhaps of both. 


ture of the universe, and, consequently, as | suggested, to be © oe | 

untrue to the position apparently adopted, which treats soul- 

making as the essential business of the universe. It is no woe 
doubt true, as Professor Bosanquet remarks,’ that ‘we 
cannot expect to give a reason for the scheme of the uni- - 
verse’; but we ought, at least, to be abletoseeareasonora 
eacouableness in it, if our philosophy is to carry us through. As 
And to leave the whole question of ‘ why the finite world | pe 
- exists’ as, in the main, a mystery, would seem to indicate : 
“ some defect in the conception either of the individual ¢ or of pies 





Let us consider first, then, what is meant, or what. Wee 


: 1) ought to mean, by an individual. I will start from an indigo 









dental remark of Professor Bosanquet’s, in which he pro [ 


aS tests against the phrase ‘ numerical identity ’, commonly used) 







een this connexion. In the sentence I refer to, he speaks” of oe 
accentuating ‘ the positive self of content, at the expense of 
_ formal distinctness, or what I call under protest numerical 


identity’. 2 T£I understand Professor Bosanquet’s objection oo 











te a as P. ae 


| to the ahaa, I take his contention to be that. nev cialy a is eo oe 
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ultimately a matter of content, and that individual differ- 
_ ences, consequently, must be so explained. Form is not like 
an empty case into which a certain content may be put: it is. 
the structure and organization of the content itself. Indi- 
viduals are formally distinct, therefore, not because a more 
or less identical content has been thrust into so many empty 


a cases which have afterwards had a numerical label, or a 


proper name, attached to them for convenience of reference. 
Individuals of a species are not comparable to articles turned “ 
out by a machine, each of which seems an exact repetition 
of its predecessors. They are formally, distinct, because 
_ they are really different; and, no. doubt, if we made our 
analysis fine enough, the manufactured articles also would | 
turn out to be only practically and approximately iden- 
tical in quality and structure. For I accept the principle 
_ of the identity of indiscernibles as necessarily true of all 
real existences. Things are distinguished by their natures; 
they are different wholes of content. And even if we_ 
make space and time the principium individuationis and try 






to reduce the formal distinctness of individuals to differ- yO 


ence of position in the spatio-temporal series, such difference 


oe or position means a changed relation to the rest of the anie ae 
"verse, an exposure to different influences and a consequent ee 


ea "difference i in the resulting nature. And space andtime may 
co be regarded ultimately as only a mode of expressing the 
: general fact of individuation—the fact that there ; are finite gear Re! 


centres at: all. | a — | 
Tt follows, then, ‘that every ‘individuat: is a ‘unique Poe es 





mature, a little world of content which, as. to its. ingress: 
- dients, the tempering of the elements and ‘the system- (pee 
"atic structure of the whole, constitutes an expression or 
 focalization of the universe which is nowhere exactly 
repeated. Appearances to the contrary are due to sliper- 0-7 
ac ioco> Real observation and want of interest in the object observed. 0s 
a To. take the” common _instance: the ‘sheep which | to the os oe 



















































268. _ ABSOLUTISM AND THE INDIVIDUAL ‘LECT. 


‘ordinary passer-by are only so many numerable units, are 
known as real individuals, by differences of feature and | 
character, to the shepherd who lives. with his flock and. 
enters into their life. And the higher we go in the animal _ 


scale, the more this uniqueness of. the individual life 


is emphasized. It is expressed with rare beauty and 
pathos if Matthew Arnold’s lines on the death of his little . 


: dachshund : 

And not the course 
Of all the centuries yet to come, 
And not the infinite resource 
Of Nature, with her countless sum 


Of figures, with her fullness vast 
Of new creation evermore, 

Can ever quite repeat the past 
Or just thy little self restore. 


And when we pass to man, a Nietzsche may consign the es 


masses of the race ‘to the devil and statistics’ * as ‘ blurred 


copies on bad paper and from worn-out plates ’, but mankind, ~ | wo] 
it has been more finely said, ‘is all mass to the human eye, bs 


gut 


-and all individual to the divine’.2 If not to Nietzsche’s’ _ eke 1 


- diseased extent, we are all prone to something of the same 


feeling. Most of us, I fancy, have had our moods of depres- : a 


: sion before the vast monotony of human conditions ald oe 
human types, and have felt ourselves glutted by nature 'S | 


i endless. fecundity. But that may be our mistake, as sug- 7 


into the depth of human souls, 
Souls that appear to have no dep at all. 
To careless eyes. . 


eee a In the essay on ‘History i in his Unzeitgemiisse Betrachtungen. ee 
ae a Madey, U nioersity Sern mons, » De ‘121, ae the Glose. a a ssermon. on 1 War. ie Osten oe 


aoe little je sympathy and imagination t to see, as Wordsworth ba * “a hy 


: | : a William n Jaties ina delightful paper i in ‘his Talks 1 to Teichers, : Penaies 
_ entitled ‘On a certain Blindness in Human Beings’, diss 
_ courses, with the aid of a famous quotation from Stevenshit is 
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on our ordinary lack of this imaginative sy aoay which 
makes our fellow-beings mere outsides for us; and in his 


essay on Human Immortality he returns to emphasize the | 


narrowness and stupidity of such an attitude, in particular 
the stupidity of imposing upon the universe or upon God our | 
own incapacity, our limited sympathy and interest. And, in 
fact, there is nothing more characteristic of the-religious 
_ attitude that the sense 7 a Divine Companion, whose perfect 
comprehension is the pledge of a sympathy as perfect, a sym- 
pathy to which we appeal with confidence even where we 
might hesitate in regard to those nearest to us and most dear. 
But this is carrying us away from cur immediate point, 
which was the nature of the individual as a whole of content, 
constituting a unique focalization or expression of the Abso- 
lute, and thus making its unique contribution to the life of 
the whole. The line of thought into which we have glided 
has seemed to suggest that this uniqueness of function or 
contribution might carry with it the conservation or perma-~ 
_ nence of the finite whole as such. But Professor Bosanquet, 
although in objecting to the phrase numerical identity he 
appears to emphasize the qualitative uniqueness of the indi- 
vidual, and although he frequently speaks of the ‘con- 
_ tribution’ made by the finite self to ultimate reality (it is 


: ‘indeed one of his favourite expressions), seems constantly. ee 
to imply that this is to be conceived as the contribution of = 





an ‘element’ or quality, some peculiar flavour or tang, to 


; a universal experience—not as consisting in its own total 


living reality as a specific incarnation, a centre into which the — 








Absolute has poured its own being. Anditisin accordance 
with this view that the finite individual is represented as 


_ yielding its contribution like a perftime exhaled in the very ee 


dissolution of its private being. — 


— Odours, when sweet eoeies fea — 
Live within the sense they quicken. 








| This is s clearly stated i in an a amportant f new v chapter i in the oe. 
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| ‘second, edition of his” Logic; which is in the nature of a 


reply to criticisms by Professor Stout and Professor Taylor. a 


‘It is true that the statement to which I refer i is made of the 


animal mind, but animal minds are expressly taken as ‘an = 
extreme case’ of ‘ the imperfect individual’ in general, that 


is to say, of ‘all finite individuals’; and what is said of the 
dog applies in principle to every te subject. ‘ Noone who 
has loved a dog’,? says Professor Bosanquet, ‘ can doubt 


a that its mind has a value of the same kind, if remotely the 
















same, as his own. No one, on the other hand, can well 
suppose that it has the distinctness and organization of 
content which we should expect of anything that is to have 
a permanent place of its own as a separate member of the 
system of reality. Surely the solution must be of the general 
type which conceives this partial mind as contributing a 


character, some intensification of loyalty and affection, to. 

some greater existence, and not claiming in itself to bea 
unique differentiation of the real.’ It is, no doubt, in the 380% 
light of such phrases here as ‘a separate member’, ‘a unique 
differentiation ’, that one must understand the pointed Tens 
fusal made twice over, in the chapter on‘ the destiny of the 
finite self’, to entertain the term ‘member.’ in reference tO m 
such selves. ‘ The finite self [he says there in the text], keke eae 
everything else in the universe, is now and here beyond 0 


ne escape an element in the Absolute ’—to which we have the o0% 


; — foot-note: : ‘I do not say “a member of ” the Absolute. | Such 







noe an expression might imply that it is, separately and with ee a 
relative independence, a standing differentiation | of the 


2 Absolute.’ And again, & propos of the same point, we have a 
| another note, fourteen pages later, in. which the same dis- 
















tinction is punctiliousky reasserted : ‘We are sure, to begin hes 
with, of our eternal reality as an element—I do not Saye Be 8 
ae pote the Absolute.’ And it is in harmony with. the a 


a : The chaptér: on‘ ‘ ‘The Theory 0 of £3 udament i in n relation to > Absolutism - ; 
a + Logie, made ed., yok, u, Be 259. : eee 
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spirit of the distinction that the. ponciasiont of the chapter. 
offers us ‘ the eternal reality of the. Absolute as that realiza- 


tion of our self which we instinctively demand and desire’. 


We are not at present discussing the specific problem of 


~ human immortality, although the argument may have im- 
- portant bearings on such a question. What I wish to chal- 


lenge is Professor Bosanquet’ s whole view of the self or the 


| finite individual—a view which is brought to a point in such 
a distinction as I have just quoted (between ‘member’ and — 


‘element ’), but which runs from end to end of his system _ 


and determines its whole structure. The too exclusive — 


monism of the system depends, it seems to me, on a defective | 
idea of what is meant by a self or by the fact of individua- 


tion in general. If one were inclined to put it strongly, one 


might almost say that Professor Bosanquet’s theory does | 


not contain the idea of self at all: the world is dissolved into 
a collection of qualities or adjectives which are ultimately 
housed in the Absolute. And again, just because of the 
failure to appreciate the meaning of finite selfhood, it is 
difficult to say whether even the Absolute is to be regarded 
asa self or not—that is to say, whether what is called the. 
absolute experience possesses the centrality or focalized 
unity which is the essential characteristic of a self, and, in. 
Wee its degree, we may say, of everything that is real. | 


‘The doctrine of the one perfect individual is, of course, — 


s io overt thesis of Professor. Bosanquet’s first Gifford a 
ae ‘volume on_ ‘Individuality and Value’; but the founda- 
tions on which the argument rests are more clearly ex= 
posed. in the chapter of the Logic to which I have already 
es referred. It is there quite unequivecally stated, in con- 
oe. ‘nexion | with the theory of the judgement, that the ony oe 
a Sanus subject of pretication is “the: one true individual ae 


ake Vales and Destiny, chap. ix, pp. 28. 272, 2 288, So again in ‘the sin Me coos mes 
3 a mary of the same chapter (p. xxxi) the conclusion. is suggested that ¢ 
8 OB. rather: @ ety than our personality: ae is essential ” ae 
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| Real all finite individuals Riga in inate analysis’ | 
- comnexions of content within the real individual to which 


oy they belong’, and of which they are therefore ‘ultimately ae 


oe, predicates ’. 1 Here we come, I think, definitely to the part- 

ee ing of the ways, and yet, in reading Professor Bosanquet’s gi 
chapter, one has the hopeless kind of feeling which so often = 
* oppresses us in philosophical controversy—a sense of despair 
at seeing the one party accumulating g proofs, and reiterating — 


'. assertions, of what it has never occurred to the other to deny. | 


‘The question is whether finite individuals possess a substan- 
‘tive or an adjectival mode of being—whether, that is to say, 


they must be taken as substances in the Aristotelian sense of 


mpary oveia, that which cannot stand in a judgement as. - 


predicate or attribute of anything else, the individual thing ee 
or being, in short, of which we predicate the universals : 
which constitute its nature. But what Professor Bosanquet 
elaborately contends is that the finite individual is not: a 
substance in the Spinozistic sense, not ‘ wholly independent oe 
and self-subsistent ’, not a ‘true individual’, not, in short, 


the Absolute. And, of course, as Locke said in a similar _ 





connexion, ‘it is but defining substance in that way and the 


business is done’. Taking substance in this sense, Professor 


Bosanquet naturally finds it ‘quite astonishing tha? an’: 
appeal in favour of a doctrine of independent substances 
ce should be made on ‘the: ground of our experience of our- ae 
i selves ’, That experience seems to him, on the contrary, ‘ , ‘of. ae 


Sess ale things the most fatal’ to such a doctrine. | «What all oe 
_ great masters of life have felt this [ experience] to reveal hase 
[eo peeh a: seeking on the part of the self for its own reality, cae 
a “which « carries it into something beyond.’ ? 2 But the mtisun- ses 
derstanding is almost wilful, for the appeal to. which Pron 5 : 
fessor. Bosanquet i is. replyi ing is not to the self as. complete 
and self-explaining, but expressly. to ‘the unique tad : 
ality of the self as a centre of immediate ene! ience ’ : ae us 





- ee “Logic, vol. ii, PD. 238-9 Gtaties > mine). 7 bid. PP. 25S 
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| . edges may ia as ra goed as you please; our experience may, 
_ as it does, carry us on all sides beyond ourselves till we bring 


in the whole context of the universe. But, as Mr. Bradley | 


himself testifies : ‘ My way of contact with Reality i is through ; 

a limited aperture. For I cannot get at it directly except 
through the felt this. . . . Everything beyond, thoygh not — 
less real, is an expansion of the common essence which we > 
a feel burningly j in this one focus. And so, in the end, to know ~ 

_ the universe, we must fall back upon our personal experi- 


ence and sensation.’* Of course, as he proceeds to explain, 


_ this does not mean that we start with an Ego conscious of its — 
own states; it does not mean that we start with an idea of the 
Ego at all, for such a consciousness is admittedly a later 
_ growth of reflective interpretation. What it affirms is simply 
the fact on which developed selfhood is based—the fact that 

experience takes place in finite centres, and that all construc- 
tion, all knowledge, rests on the basis of what Mr. Bradley 


— calls * the this and the mine’.” Such presentation, he says, 


- ‘is the one source of our experience, and every element of 


the world must submit to pass through it. . . . The “ this ” 
Se is real for us in a sense in which nothing else is real.’ ® 


_If we now ask how it is that Mr. Bradley, in spite of his 


a -empliasis on the fact of individual subjects as separate* 
centres of immediate experience, proceeds nevertheless, in | 
his favourite phrase, to ‘merge ’ these subjects, and to treat _ 


a them as adjectives of the one Reality, which he makes the — : 


ie Appearance aa Reality, p. ae | ae : ca 
* Cf. Professor Stout, Proceedings of 1 the Aristotelian sadiety, 1902-3, 


ae De 19: ‘ The: consciousness of self is a complex. product of mental devel- 
opment, and even in its simplest phases it always includes a reference gee 
ne “beyond. immediate experience. All that we afe. dustified in affirming is 
that. the. primary psychical reference implicit % in val judgement is the 
ultimate point of departure of the growth of pelt consists and ait, 


 that'it always continues to be its essential basis and Presupposition.": 
- *Appearance and Reality, p. 225. 


Paver & They | are. considered, in some. sense, to own an exclusive iaracter: | ee 


“A And t that. this j sbaracter, in part, is exclusive cannot be denied’ (eid, ee 





af 


274 ABSOLUTISM AND THE INDIVIDUAL ecr. 

| ‘ultimate subject of all predication, ‘the only intelligible 

answer seems to be that the assertion is intended as a denial 
of a final and unmediated pluralism, i.e. of the doctrine of. 

ultimately self-subsistent, independent and unrelated reals, geen 
The best insight into a writer's meaning is often gained bys 

- considering what he is attacking or, to put it more precisely, 

his conception of the alternative to his own point of view. 


- Now both Mr. Bradley and Professor Bosanquet appear to 
assume that such a pluralism is the only alternative to their 


own position. We have seen how this runs through Pro- 


fessor Bosanquet's statement. In almost identical terms, 


Mr. Bradley tells us that every finite fact is ‘infected with 
relativity '—it is ‘given as existing by reference to some- 
thing else’. ‘It is adjectival on what is beyond itself,’ ? 


But such a use-of the word adjectival, though intelligible, 
and perhaps forcible, is none the less confessedly metaphori- 


cal. Things are not adjectives of one another. A shoe is 


not an attribute of a foot, and a son is not an attribute of his 
father, though in both cases the one fact transcends itself, 
: and carries you to the other. Reduced to plain prose and, 
| ordinary English usage, the ‘adjectival’ theory of the finite 
is ‘simply the denial of unrelated reals; and, so understood, 
Lat least should have no quarrel with it. If no finit® fact : 


can either exist or be understood by itself, then the true view 


_ of Reality must be that which conceives the universe as an 

ee te inclusive system of interrelated facts which, as so included ee : 

and interrelated, are to be regarded as constituent members — ao 

a O8, a single whole. - This is the conception suggested by os 

_ Professor Bosanquet’ s doctrine of the disj junctive judgement 

as the complete or pewfect form to which the categorical and — oe 

__ the hypothetical fortis lead up. As readers of his Logic will 

recall, the disjunctive judgement, so interpreted, means not. 
ee - the bare ‘ either-or ’ ‘of formal logic, but the system of subor- i. 
oe dinate and. atu, exclusive. forms. into which: any given orga 
eee os vag = ** Principles of Logic, Pp. or ee, ie ee i oe 
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whole differentiates itself. And, in point of fact, we find © 
him, in the course of the present discussion, repeatedly em- 

: ploying stich expressions as “members of a system’, ‘mem- 
bers within a whole’, ‘membership within a concrete _ 

‘universal’, to cover the meaning formerly conveyed by the _ 

terms adjective and predicate, while still pertinaciously 
| “maintaining the formal point that such members are logically | 

to be regarded as predicates of the whole. - 
It might seem, therefore, as if it became merely a verbal | 
question whether we are to speak of an individual as a 
member or as a predicate of the Absolute, But unless there 


is some real distinction, how are we to account for Professor 
Bosanquet’s punctilious and repeated rejection, in his 


_ Gifford volume, of the term ‘members of the Absolute’ as 
applied to finite selves? The rejection is, of course, verbally 
‘inconsistent with the phrases just quoted from the Logic, 
and one passage, at least, might be quoted from the Gifford 
volume itself* in which the term ‘membership’ occurs. 
- But, even if not consistently adhered to, the fact of the 
- deliberate rejection of the one term implies that, when taken 


in bitter earnest (to use a favourite phrase of his own), the 


Hie ¢ idea of membership suggests another conception of the 

: natufe and function of individuation than that which domi- 

nates Mr. Bradley’s and Professor Bosanquet’s metaphysics. | 

In the next lecture I shall try to indicate what I take the 
ate difference between the two conceptions t to be. 

| CE. Logic, ond a vol. ii, p. 257. | 

* Value and Destiny; p. 204. There is a more important passage which 

7 I have since discovered, in which, speaking of ‘the part’, he says: ‘it is, © 

2 in truth, more than a part, it is a member or an aspect’. This occurs 


a €p. 298) in the fine concluding chapter of the®same volume, ‘ The Gates _ 
= of. the ee and indicates at any rate a chattge of emphasis. — cae 





























_ LECTURE XV 


THE ABSOLUTE AND THE FINITE INDIVIDUAL _ 


° » CC: ontinued ) 


oo HAVE awl at some length in the preceding lecture c Ons 


Professor Bosanquet’s tendency to rebel against what he eo 


called the ‘formal distinctness’ of finite selves, and I aoe 
cannot help finding a similar significance in the admission, so 


curiously recurrerft in Mr. Bradley, of the ‘ inexplicability ’ 


of the finite individual. ‘ That experience should take place __ 
in finite centres, and should wear the form of finite “this- 
ness”, is in the end inexplicable.’ Again, ‘ Why there are 
- finite appearances, and why appearances of such varied © 


kinds, are questions not to be answered;’ and, once more, 


in the closing pages, ‘We do not know why or how the — oe 
Absolute divides itself into centres, or the way in which,so 
_ divided, it still remains one.’* And I quoted in the last 
lecture a passage from Professor Bosanquet in which he 
o refers in the same spirit to the question “why the finite i 

world exists ’, dismissing it with the remark that ‘ wecan Pa 


not expect to give a reason for the scheme of the universe ’ 


It would seem, then, as if the unity with which the sparen as 
concludes tends to abolish the plurality of centres frome" 
which it starts. Their individual and, $0. far, separate one 

“s - existence cannot, of course, be denied as a fact of ‘experi 00 

Ss ence ; but it is represented as ‘appearance ’ or illusion, dueto 

the impotence of our,finite point of view, and quite wareal ace 

: cons from the side of the Absolute ’. os “It may be. instructive ’, io hee 

Bee SAYS Mr. Bradley, ‘ ‘to consider the question [of souls]. from ae 

sia — the side of the Absolute. We might be tempted to conclude EO 

ae - that. these souls are the- Reality, or at. least must be real, e oat 


: - ‘Appearance and d Restle Pp. 226, » sty a7. 
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| But that conclusion would be false, for the souls would fall 
within the realm of appearance and error. They would 


be, but, as such, they would not have reality. They would 
require a resolution and a recomposition, in which their 
individualities would be transmuted and absorbed. The 
plurality of souls in the Absolute is, therefore, appearance, 
and their existence is not genuine... . To gain’consist-_ 


-ency and truth it must be merged, ana recomposed ina 
result in which its specialty must vanish.’? ‘Taken together 
in the whole,’ he oe agen in his final chapter, ‘ appear- 
ances, as such, cease.’? The edutyocation here and else- 
where between appearance and mere appearance or illusion — 
(the unconscious passage, I mean, from the one to the other) 


is, I venture to think, characteristic of Mr. Bradley’s whole 
position; but, applied in this way to the existences which 
form the necessary starting-point of the whole speculation, 


it clearly involves a circle in the reasoning. There cannot 
be illusion or mere appearance, unless souls or finite selves 
really exist as such, to be the seats or victims of this illu-— 
sion. The plurality of finite centres is, therefore, a true 
appearance; that is to say, the Absolute really does appear, 
or differentiate itself, in that way.® One might infer from — 
Mr? Bradley’s account that the Absolute had no cognizance, j 
"80 to speak, of the existence of finite ¢ oie at all, in its. } Seger ee 
i ‘ single and all-absorbing experience’.*| What T“wish: to‘pe. oy on 
a contend, on the contrary, is that the existence of such ee 
 eentres is a fact as true and important ‘ from the side of 
ecco the Absolute’ as from the point of view of the finite beings 
“themselves—nay, that this differentiation or creation ‘Caer 
cording as we name it) constitutes, the very essence a ene 
oo open secret of the Absolute Life. * : fa 
‘This 1s. | Apparently: amphed,: as we. saw at the outset, , Lhe Rea 


: » Tid, pp goge6s. 8 © Tbid., _stt. : Se 
[ee Ck Professor Stout’s argument, Procéedinas. of the Aristotelian eee ere a 
we Society, 10083, P. 28. : 


eg Ppearonee. and ‘Reality Pp. ae 
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in Professor Bosanquet’ S emphatic description of the ini 
verse as a place of soul-making. But on looking more 
| closely. at his language, a qualification may be noted, which 
a first is apt to pass unobserved. “The universe ’, he says, 
_ ‘is not a place of pleasure . . . itis, from the highest point 
of view concerned with finite beings, a place of soul-making.’ 
I confess that it was a long time before the insertion of the _ 


proviso which I have italicized struck me as a significant 



























S limitation of the general statement. But I observe that it is. 
carefully repeated in the summary of Lecture III of the — 

second course, where the moulding of souls is described as — 

‘the main work of the universe as finite’. One is forced to 


conclude, therefore, that the qualification is important in __ 


Professor Bosanquet’s own eyes; and it is perhaps worth 
noting that in the second instance the phrase occurs after 
the mention of the passage from Keats. “Keats’s sugges- 
tion’, says Professor Bosanquet, ‘is expressed so as to 
imply the pre-existence of something to be developed into © 


souls, and a survival of souls in a further life after being a 
moulded in this life. Accepting the conservation of all at 
values in the absolute, I do not think these special assump- ~ 


tions necessary. But the view that the moulding of souls is 


the main work of the universe as finite seems to contain a 


unquestionable truth.’ This seems to imply that ultimately, 
or for the Absolute, the moulding of souls does not possess 


the central value or importance which is attributed to it 


- from the finite point of view. Unless the souls are conserved — 


as souls, it is hardly intelligible to speak of their moulding ee 
_ assy in any sense the end or meaning of the world-process. a : . a 
But the whole drift ofthe two volumes is against the’idea PA 
of individual survival; ‘values’ survive in the Absolute, 00. 
but not persons. — ‘The destiny or. conservation of particu- , 2 | 
oa , lat centres ’, he tells us in his opening lecture, ‘ ‘is not what) 
; primarily has value; what has" value. ‘is: the contribution 


po a which the, ‘particular: centre—a_ | Tepreseniative: of certain n oe 
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Seiients in the whole—brings to the whole in which it is 
a member.’ 


This idea of ‘ contribution ' as we have seen, runs 


through Professor Bosanquet’s treatment, and it is an 


attractive idea, and true if rightly understood. But what 
if our contribution to the Absolute just lay in being our- 


self, our particular, imperfect, but developing, self, fey: 
unique individual whom it has taken such pains to fashion? — 


The contribution cannot lie in any of the qualities of the 


individual taken separately, for these are all universals, 
and as such must be already fully represented in the perfect 
experience of the Absolute. The uselessness of such con- 


tributions from the side of the finite is aptly symbolized 
in the beautiful but strangely heartless parable with which 


_ Professor Royce closed his first exposition of the Absolute 
philosophy. ‘At worst’, he says, ‘we are like a child 
_who has come to the palace of the King on the day of his 
_ wedding, bearing roses as a gift to grace the feast. For the 
child, waiting innocently to see whether the King will not 


appear and praise the welcome flowers, grows at last weary 


with watching all day and with listening to harsh words— 
outside the palace gate, amid the jostling crowd. And so 
in the evening it fallse fast asleep beneath the great dark 
walls, unseen and forgotten; and the withering roses by 

and by fall from its lap, and are scattered by the wind | 
into the dusty highway, there to be trodden under foot and _ 
_ destroyed. Yet all that happens only because there are 
infinitely” fairer treasures within the palace than the ignorant : 

~ child could bring. ‘The King knows of this, yes, and often 
thousand other proffered gifts of loyal subjects. But he 00 

needs them not. Rather are all thihgs from eternity his 
ah OWED Professor Royce has moved since then, andin his =” 
fee, Gifford Lectures in this University * he has expounded : Bee. swe 


Log The Reigns Aspect of Philosophy, ¥ p. 83. 
e * The W orld 4 and the inti 
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very different view of the. place and destiny of the finite 


- self in the Absolute life, and his later view is founded, 






f Ab think I. may say, just on the uniqueness of meaning or 


| purpose in each individual life. To adopt the style of his 






own parable, it is not flower§, gifts out of the common 
stock of nature, which the child brings to the King, but 


“oo the: gift of himself, an offering which only he can make, | 
‘ and which, we would fain believe, is precious, as s nothing 


















else can be, in the eyes of the King, ee 
But all the metaphors in which Mr. Bradley s sO ne ee 
sat expressive of the Peas and merging of finite selves in the : 

- Absolute, depend dn the assumption that the selves, as such, _ 


in their finite integrity, if one may so speak, possess no value 
for the Absolute. In the final chapter of Appearance and 


~ Reality, Mr. Bradley has occasion to consider a view which _ 
‘suggests’, he says, ‘that in the Absolute finite centres are 

maintained and respected, and that we may consider them, 
as such, to persist and to be merely ordered and arranged’. | 
‘But not like this’, he proceeds,’ ‘is the final destiny and 


last truth of things. We have are-arrangement not merely 
of things but of their internal elements. We have an all- 
pervasive transfusion with a re-blending of all material. © ~- 
And we can hardly say that the Absolute consists of fnite 
things, when the things, as such, are there transmuted and 
have lost their individual natures.’ Professor Bosanquet is) 

~. not so copious in his metaphors or so peremptory in hisway 


S of putting the case; but his view of ‘the final destiny and 


_ last truth of things’, as we have already partly seen, is, in all | wee 


Sunes essentials, the same. He also tells us that the content of the 1 
imperfect individual has to be ‘transmuted and re-arranged’? 
the result being ‘ thecontribution of some ‘modifying ele 


ment to the experiences which come together i in the Abso- 











uy ie - And, as Mr. Bradley. talks of the finite self as Pie 


a Aopearonce and Reality D. 529. * Logic, and ed, vol. ii, p. 238. 
aS ee ovals and: @ Destiny,» ae 
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“embraced and eee in the Absolute through its being 


‘suppressed as such’, so Professor Bosanquet. speaks of 
‘ the expansion and absorption of the self’. With more 


audacious irony Mr. Bradley speaks of the perfection and 
oe ay which the individual attains in the Absolute as 


‘the complete gift and dissipation of his personality ’ 


/ which. ‘he, as such, must vanish’. ‘The finite, as 3 : 
- disappears in being accomplished.’ And again, ‘the proce 
ess of correction’ which finite existence undergoes in the. 
Absolute may ‘ entirely dissipate its nature ’. ‘Transmuted ’ 
is the word most favoured by both; but synonyms plentifully 
scattered through Appearance and Réality are ‘merged’, 
 * blended’, ‘fused’, ‘absorbed’, ‘run together’, ‘ trans- 


formed’, ‘dissolved in a higher unity’, and even the more — 


- sinister terms ‘suppressed’, ‘destroyed’, and ‘lost’. 


Mr. Bradley’s famous metaphor of the window-frames 
as expressing the condition of finite selfhood significantly 


indicates his conception of the process and its final consum- 


mation. ‘My incapacity to extend the boundary of my 


“this”, my inability to gain an immediate experience of 
~ that in which it is subordinated and reduced—is my mere 
oo, "imperfection. Because I cannot spread out my window until - 
7 alleis transparent, and,all windows disappear, this does not 
justify me in insisting on my window-frame’s rigidity. For e 
that frame has, as such, no existence in reality, but onlyin 
our impotence. . . . There is no objection against the disap- 20° 5" 
pearance of limited transparencies in an all- -embracing clears 2 ee 
- ness.’* The Absolute is, in short, ‘a whole in which all eee 
| --finites blend and are resolved ’.* ‘And in Professor Bosan- 
cee quet’ s account, it seems to be through some such conception _ 
a of. the disappearance of the finite gelves, as such,-and ‘the =." 
ae ‘re-distribution’ or ‘re-adjustment ’' - of their material i ine 


* Tbid., pp. 253-4 (italics mine). 


| Abe ?. ae 
2 Value and Destiny, p. XXIXx, 


YT bid, p. abe eons ‘Appearance and. Reality, p pp. 419-20. ae ; eae 
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ae othe: perfect experience, hee al which j is ad ie be may os 







good” in the wrong place, disappears, as such, in the Abso- i 

. lute. The contents, or qualities of the different selves are, as - 
~ it were, shaken. up together, and neutralize and supplement a 

one another. The metaphor is Professor Bosanquet’ Ss own. | 


oe - “How constantly we hear it said,’ he writes, ‘‘“‘ They will do 
| capital work. together; A’s failing will counteract B’s,” OP ke 
“Gf A and B could be shaken up in a bag together, they | 5 
























9? 


"would make a perfect 1 man. 


The Absolute i is a limiting case 3 | 


OE a a process.’ * But if such an ‘ all-pervasive transfu- oe 
sion’ (to go back to Mr. Bradley’s phrase) is the goal or, 

| more strictly, the efernal reality which only our impotence UNS 
disguises from us, then certainly we need not wonder that 


the existence of finite centres at all seems on the theory 
inexplicable and, one might even say, uncalled for. Why | 
should the blessed harmony of the perfect experience be 
disturbed even in appearance? | 

But, in fact, the whole conception of blending and merg-— 
ing, as applied to finite individuals, depends on the failure _ 
to recognize that every real individual must possess a _ 
substantive existence in the Aristotelian sense. Both Mr. | 
Bradley and Professor Bosanquet, as we saw in the preced- es 
ing lecture, insist on taking the individual as an adjective, — 
thereby reducing it to a conflux of universals or qualities. 
But it is a trite observation that no number of abstract 


universals flocking together can give you the concretely ‘a 


existing individual. To exist means to be the subject of | 


te “qualities, to have or possess a nature. This is recognized 2 










in the current distinction between existence and content, 


Se ; between the ‘that’ andethe ‘what’. And although, as*we ae 


/ have already partly sétn in another connexion,” this is a _ 
oe distinction which easily lends itself to erroneous statement, | 


we must be on our guard against a counter-error. It is | 
a i ee that the ‘ that’ of a thing, the substantive in it, is es 


e oS : 3 Value a and d Destiny, p- 217, wien! m < In | Lecture a 
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not to _ thought ofasa solid core of being, a any as it~ 
were, of reality-stuff,’ to which, as a support, the qualities 


are attached. It cannot be taken out and exhibited as some- _ 

| thing over and above the qualities. But reaction from 
such errors easily leads to 4n exclusive stress on the content — 
or nature as constituting and differentiating the individuals. 

_ Here again, it will be remembered, we have acknowledged 

the truth which lies in such a mode of statement. Individu- 
als, it may be.quite truly said, are ultimately differentiated by _ 
their nature, that is to say, by their specific content, includ- 


ing therein, of course, the peculiar arrangement or make-up 


of the content—what we may call its peculiar organization 
or system. But this way of stating the case is true only | 


so long as it does not obscure the fact that we are dealing, in 


each case, with a concrete existent. There is a subtle danger 


in the term content—a suggestion that the individual is 
simply a very complex group of universals. But if, as we 
are agreed, the individual is not to be regarded as put 


- together, so to speak, out of the abstract universal, in the 


shape of so many qualities, and the abstract particular in the 


_ shape of a point of existence, neither can it be regarded as 
simply an intricately mingled group of universals—a highly 
- complex adjective. So to think of it is to confound the 
abstractions of knowledge with the concrete texture of — 
reality; it is entirely to overlook the unity and centrality 
_ which is the characteristic of concrete existence, and is what _ 
we mean by individuation. Such centrality is acknowl- 
oo edged by our authors in the phrase ‘finite centtes?: But s/c! eoe 
we have seen how ‘precarious and superficial ’ Professor 
| - Bosanquet pronounces such. formal, distinctness to be. - And . 
: -when the whole stress is laid on cortent, the content comes _ 
_ to be regarded as somehow detachable from the centres, and 
ae capable of being re-arranged and finally shaken up. into | 
perfect harmony i in the Absolute. As Mr. Bradley, puts it: | 





- *Lotze’s phrase. Ch. his Metaphysic, } Book 1 i; » chap. iii, section at. pete sie 











oS re ABSOLUTISM AND | THE INDIVIDUAL. amet > 


oo “ We found 1 no reason why stich. feelings, eonsidered j in vany- 
oe feature or aspect, should persist self-centred and aloof. | Tt - 
yee seemed possible, to say the least, that they all might blend 

with one another, and be merged in the experience of the one 

Reality. And with that possibifity, given on all sides, we | 








> ee arrive at our conclusion. The e this” sand.‘ aee are. : aa 


"now absorbed as elements within our Absolute.’ Co 
22 But-sucha conception does no more justice. to’ ‘the suib- Ge 
os abe tees unity of every existent than did the old associa- 























. ~tionist dissolution of the self into atomic states or ideas, the — Sas 


~ doctrine which Mr. Bradley himself so mercilessly carica- 
tured in his Ethicat Studies. ‘Mr. Bain collects that the 
mind is a collection. Has he ever thought who collects Mr. 





Bain?’ So runs one of the notes that sticks inthe memory. 
But now Mr. Bradley’s own conception of the self seems 
open to the same retort. To use one of his own illustrations, — 
the qualities or different elements of content inacentre seem 


as loose and independent as marbles in a bag, and when the 
string of the bag is loosened the marbles escape, as it were, 
into the empty space of the Absolute, to group themselves — 
afresh. Or, seeing that the bag, as a receptacle, is ulti- 
mately a fiction, or an accommodation to popular thought, 


we ought rather to speak of temporerily cohering marfles | 


detaching themselves from their groups and being swept into 


new combinations. But not so must we think of any self 
or soul or, indeed, of anything that actually exists, not ever. 9.0) 
of the Absolute itself, if it is to be more than an abstraction, eo 
. 7 it is really, as it is said to be, an experience. Cc 


_ The term ‘centres of experience’ involves, of course, - 


ees Se spatial metaphor, butatry as we may, we cannot getrid 
of such metaphors; antl the term centre, or the essentially ee 
Co! similar term focus, which Mr. Bradley, we have seen, occa-- 
sionally: uses as a variant, expresses, as happily as we can 
a Nope to do, the characteristic nature of the individual or if ae 


“ Abbearoncee and Reality, PB 20 





existence to which the content is, as it were, attached, or 


- tematization of the content. But it is not simply the unity 


-.. pendence and separateness which is not involved in the 


ee: system of nature, cannot be really separated from the foci in 
o But if we try to imagine a purely mechanical system withoute oe 


abstraction may help us to realize, by force of contrast, that Lee abe 
a being which exists in any degree for itself, as a conscious PS 
oe subject, rounds itself thereby to an individual whole, ‘dnd oes 
acquires in so doing an independenge which we should not) 


| 7 | “such creation is necessarily beyond us; we can barely describe: ee 
ee phases without involving ourselves in contradictions. In0 
one aspect, the soul appears to be the product of the general | SP 
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: the concrete universal as Gormaly. at least) a self-contained a 
world, in which | a certain manifold of content acquires an. 

— internal unity as a single self or subject. The self or sub- 
ject, as we have already said, is not to be conceived as an 
entity over and above the’content, or as a point of bare 




















_ even as an eye placed in position over against its objects, to. 
pass them in review. The unity of the subject, we may 2 
agree, simply expresses this peculiar organization or sys- 




















which a systematic whole of content might possess as an — 

object or for a spectator. Its content, th Professor Bosan-— 
-quet’s phrase, has ‘come alive’; it has become a unity for 

— itself, a subject. This is, in very general terms, what we 
-mean by a finite centre, a soul or, in its highest form, a self. 

_ The origin of such centres is, perhaps, the only faet to 7 
which we can fitly apply the term creation, for they neces- 

_ sarily import into the universe an element of relative inde- 



































notion of externality as such. Externality, i. é. the general 








which it finds expression; to make this separation, as we 
_argtied in the first course, is to hypostatize an abstraction. 











any such living centres, it might seem possible to conceive it. cu 
as simply the object of an absolute percipient. And the Fo 128 




















attribute to a mere object. To understand the process of | : 


















aa of things; in another eect it } appears to. ie sel! t oe. 
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ort crested by its own , action, to presuppose its own existence at 

every stage of its progress—so_ that it. has been said para: 

| doxically, there is no first moment of self-consciousness, te 
| hat only a second. ae oe a) 


Professor osangquet, in his. faretw. and: suggestive chape oe 


ee i ters on‘ The Moulding of Souls’, describes the origin of life 
a as consisting essentially in the existence of‘a centre sensitive 
to. a more concrete environment than that to which physical 
matter reacts’, and ‘capable’, he adds, ‘of maintaining, 
| combining anid transmitting adaptations, so as ‘to. build. upe 
a series of adapted creatures. Ina word, what i is. needed. 1836. 
a centre of unific&tion, differentiated by the externality re 
| which it unifies, nothing more in principle than this.’ “And es 
by ‘the sculpturing process of natural selection’ everything = es 


else is added, ‘the content of life and mind [being] elicited — 
by the bare principle of totality or non-contradiction’ from. 
the environment or ‘ range of externality ’ which constitutes _ 
the ‘circumference’ of the living or intelligent centre. It is. 
a process, as he rather strikingly puts it, of ‘eliciting our 


~ own souls from their outsides ’.t ‘ Elicit’, however, as he 


remarks himself, a little later, ‘is a useful word, but covers _ 
an almost miraculous creation, which it does not explain.’? _ 
For, of course, ‘centre’ must be understood as an active | 


centre of response, not simply as a focus in which a certain 
range of externality reflects itself into unity. Professor  _ 
Bosanquet’s quasi-metaphorical phrases sometimes seem to 
_ suggest the latter idea, and his remarks on the origin of life, 


- taken together with the exclusive stress laid on the function — 


Se of the environment, seem unduly to minimize the momen tous ue 
difference between a responsive centre ‘capable of main- 
taining, combining and transmitting its adaptations’ pand the <8" 
. | , mass-points which serve the physicist as the substrata of the , - of : 
oe scheme of mechanical movements. The. mass-point is a oe 
a _ theoretical abstraction ; the responsive centre isa practical ‘oe 


a Value. and d Destiny, pp. 7, 789. 2 poe ae a o Tid, p. 97 
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and eae reality. In his first volume he lays a Gila stress | 
on the physical basis of mind and the intimate correlation — 
: of the organism with its environment, but he reminds us, — 
ina phrase which I made use of in an earlier lecture,’ that — 


all we can ultimately mean by such assertions of the depend- 
ence of _— on organic conditions . to conceive the soul 





or self as ‘a supervenient perfection’; ‘a perfection granted tse 


by the Absolute according to general laws upon certain | 
: complex occasions and arrangements of externality’. Inthe. 
conscious being, he adds, ‘ the Absolute begins to reveal its. 
proper nature through and in union with a certain focus — 


of externalities ’.2 Lotze, to whose phraseology Professor _ | 


Bosanquet refers, while emphasizing the inevitable mystery 
_ involved in the process, brings out more clearly the peculiar 
nature of the product. ‘How it can be brought about,’ he 
says, ‘or how the creative power of the Absolute begins to 
bring it about, that an existence is produced which, not only 
in accordance with universal laws produces and experiences 
a effects and alterations in its connexion with others, but also, 
a in its ideas, emotions and efforts, separates itself from the 
common foundation of all things, and becomes to a certain 
Sad extent an independent centre—this question we shall no 
“oo more attempt to answer than we have others like it. Our 
ae business is not to make the world, but to under stand the 

















oe conception of an ultimate fact.’ * fe 
-Lotze’s statement is important, “petguse it is just. the 


me peperaie itself from the ¢ common foundation of all things’, oe 


CE ‘iba, p99. | - 
oo _ Tndividuatity and Value: pp. eee ae | o 
oe Ud gtephaste,. section 246 (Engteh.t translation, pp. 4923). 





- jnner connexion of the world that i is realized already; and — Has 
_ it was this problem that forced us to lay down our limiting ; oe Vee 
idea of the Absolute and its inner creation of countless finite 
a | beings. ‘This idea we found it necessary to regard as a Bs, on a 


3 partial independence of the finite centre, the way in which it. 
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erences ‘ihich constitutes the eeuentlal mystery of the fact. “Monistic: | 
writers are. too apt, after accepting the fact (as. in some oa 
ne sense, of course, they must), to proceed. to obliterate or ex- 
ee plain away its characteristic features. But if the individuals 
are simply pipes through which the Absolute pours: itself, — 
PSPC jets, ast were, of one fountain, there i is no creation, no real ae 
__. differentiation, and, therefore, in a sense, no mystery. fhe 
oe Sele: which i is merely the channel or mouthpiece of. another — 


certainty, namely, that it is we who act and we who think. . 
We are not simply an ideal (i.e. an imaginary) point — 
through which the forces or ideas of the universe cross and | 
pass. This primary conviction is not inspired by the ulterior 
motive of introducing pe contingency and overthrowing — 
the idea of law and system.’. No doubt it excludes a fatal- 


outlook upon consequences. It is, in a sense, a direct cer- 





ee : i ‘As. Professor  Bosanguet always s seems to imagine. 


self is. not a self. It is of the very nature of a self that Ate. oe 
thinks and acts and views the world from its own centre: 
each of us, as it has been said, dichotomizes the universe in — 
a different place. No supposed result of speculative theory : 
can override a certainty based on direct ex cperience—the 





istic determinism a ftergo, which is simply the denial of self- ae 5 
hood altogether ; but it forces itself upon us apart from any — ap 


tainty, but it is based also on an insight into the contradictory ie : : 
nature of any counter-hy pothesis. The creation of creators, a 

_ says Professor Bosanquet dogmatically, isa mere sel f- contra~_ ae 
diction; and, no doubt, that would be so, if the term creator 00) 

< "were understood in a literal and absolute sense. But the ea ee 
meaning which the epigrammatic phrase. is intended 40° Cone, 80 
7 _ vey is just that the selves are real centres of existence and os 
"3 not points of intersection or radiating centres of a ‘single as 
oe force. As already said, there is no creation in the case, Nos 
oe otherness at all, unless the selves have some kind of. inde- 
pendent status conferred upon them. And to say, as Pro- 3: 
ee fessor f Hotei does i in the same breath with his accusation : oe 
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_ of self-contradiction, that ‘ there cannot be genuine freedom | 
tan)? “gnless the divine will is genuinely one with that of finite 
Dede beings i in a single personality *, is, to my mind (unless we are 
- speaking of the ethical and spiritual harmony of the two 
wills), to furnish a much more glaring instance of a self- 
~ contradiction, for it is to deny that there are two wills at all. 
Professor Bosanquet is fond of appealing to the great 
experiences of life—to love, to the religious consciousness, : 


of selfish claims and individualistic justice into a world of 
| deeper spiritual membership, where such chaims disappear in _ 
the intimate consciousness of union with our fellows, with 
the beloved object, or with God. And again this is true, 
‘beyond question, of all private and exclusive or, as we say, 
purely selfish desires and claims. But I appeal confidently 
to the same great experiences to prove the absolute necessity 
of what I will call ‘otherness’, if they are to exist at all. 
It takes two not only to make a bargain; it takes two to. 
love and to be loved, two to worship and to be worshipped, 
a and many combined in a common purpose to form a society — 
ora people. Surely, as the poet says, sweet love were slain, 
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ministers to the intensity of a double fruition. As in the love 


_ identification of interests and aims does not merge the — 
friends in one; the most perfect alter ego must remain an 


speak as if, with the growth of social” solidarity, there was . 
| _ formed ‘ an individuality ’ in which particular centres ‘tend ie 


2 a o Value and d Destiny,» P. 92. 


to social union—as carrying us out of the quasi-legal world — 


be could difference be abolished ; the most self-effacing love but ae 


_ of man and woman, so in a great friendship the completest - 











| alter if the experience is to exist, if the joy of an intensified — i 
- life is to be tasted at all. Selfhood is not selfishness. And, 
_ passing to the instance of society, it is an insidious fallacy. to “ene 


to be, as particular centres, transcended and absorbed ’. Ae as 
. Surely the better the society—the more pervasive the spirit “ets 
St senierpbip the more fully does each member realize: ee 
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and enjoy his own individuality. It is an individual foci 
that the common life burns: it is reflected to us from the © 
us countenances of our fellows. - | er eee ee ee 
. And when we come finally to the religious consciousness 
the same necessity holds. I will take Professor Bosanquet’s 
-. 9wn aecount of that experience, to which both he and Mr. 
. Bradley, assign—and rightly assign—such central signifi- 
‘cance. The religious consciousness is expressly defined by _ 
Professor Bosanquet as self-recognition,: the recognition — - 
py the finite of its ‘true being’ and of its ‘ union with the a 
- whole’; the insight into ‘the impossibility of its finding | 
peace otherwise than as offering itself to the whole’. Or, 
again, ‘ the primary principle of religion ° is said to be found 
‘in devotion and worship, such that in them the self not 
merely, as in all action, passes beyond itself, but consciously 
and intentionally rejects itself as worthless, because of the 
supreme value which it attaches to the object with which - 
it desires and affirms its union’? Similarly, in the conclud- 
ing chapter, the experience is described as ° self-identification 
- with perfection’; ‘ accepting perfection as real while admit- 
ting that he cannot attain it in his own right’; ‘ his identifi- 
‘cation by faith with the greatness of the universe’.2> The 
description is, I think, beyond cHallenge, but every phrase _ 
of it surely implies that reality of difference for which the . i 
system, in its letter at least, appears to leave no room. If 
the specific religious insight is the recognition of dependence, 
it is only inasmuch as we have a certain independent status — 3 
that we can recognize and affirm the dependence. When 
the religious man identifies himself with the perfection 
_ of the whole, and, as it were, appropriates it to Himself, oo 
the very act of self-identification implies the individual bed 
difference of the self that makes it. Otherwise the whole 


a a as Self-recognition, as we shall see, is another phrase for the religious — . 
consciousness’ (Value and Destiny, p. 18; chp, 20). 800 2d bid., p. 20.00 


8 Ibid. p. 303. Cf. the Summary, p.2de 
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thing is a puppet show, and we fall back on the vulgar pan- 
- theism which makes the Absolute the direct nae in every~. 
* thing that is done: 
| — And satiety exact, 
This universal God 
Alike to any act 
Proceeds at any nod, 
And quietly declaims the cursings of himself. : 


The religious attitude—all that we mean by worship, adora- te 
tion, self-surrender—is wholly impossible, if the selves are 


conceived as telephone wires along which the Absolute acts 
or thinks. As it has often been remarked, the system of 
Spinoza has no room in it for Spinoza himself and ‘ the 
intellectual love of God’ with which he closes his Ethics. 
That sublime acquiescence, that ardour of self-identification’ 
with the spirit of the universe, is possible only to beings who 


are more than mere modes of a divine Substance—whose 


prerogative it rather is to become the sons of God. 

The relation of the Absolute to finite individuals cannot, 
in fact, be properly stated in terms of the old metaphysic of 
substance. The essential feature of the Christian conception 
of the world, in contrast to the Hellenic, may be said to be 


ac thatit regards the person and the relations of persons to one 








| another as the essence of reality, whereas Greek thought 


_ conceived of personality, however spiritual, as a restrictive" 


o characteristic of the finite—a transitory product of a life ms 
; _ which asa whole i is impersonal.” Modern Absolutism seems, 
in this respect, to revert to the pre- -Christian, mode of con- 


ception, and to repeat also the too exclusively intellectualistic. 


a - attitude, which characterizes Greek thought in the main. | . 


~ But’ no solution of the problem of God and man can ‘be. 


a reached from a consideration of man asa a merely Soemave au 





i Empedocles on Etna. 


AF raser, P hilosophy of Theism, or i, p77, ‘the potted eta ae ce sare ae 


:  CEgetish, Hansiehon).. 








: ism of Christianity’. Cf. Windelband, ‘History of PMMOSOFI NX p. Rae i. eae 
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Bee ‘Neos “Bare will is ‘certainly z an abstraction; but so is knowl- 
edge, Gf it is not regarded as the moving and determining 
cera. 8 force dna personality, shaping its attitude to the world and 
ae eal: the action which is the outcome of that attitude. In this” 


personality. It is as such a will that man is independent. To: 
--be a self is to be a formed will, originating its own actions 
and accepting ultimate responsibility for them. For in all. 

7 questions of moral causation the person is necessarily. Jin our 


is the source of the action: we cannot go behind him and 


operate and contrive to produce a particular result. The 


2 ACh Emerson’s lines, ‘The Park’: i ase 
| Yet spake yon purple mountain, Peet 
Yet said yon ancient wood, . 


ae all sodls, to the Good. 


Se sense it is the character, or spiritual will, that is the concrete 5 


— explanations, a terminus ad quem or a terminus a quo. He — 
treat him as a thosoughfare through which certain forces _ 


person is certainly not a fixed and unchangeable unit. He 
is open to moral education and spiritual regeneration : Mes 
may change so much as to become, in the expressive phrase 
of religion, a new creature. But although he is thus open 
to all the influences of the universe, these do not actonhim = 
like forces ab extra. They make their appeal to him, but 
he must give the response. He cannot be driven, he must __ 
be drawn. And, therefore, the process of transformationis = 
always, in a very real aspect of it, his own act, his deliberate 
choice. We may believe in the ultimately constrajning AN 
power of the Good,’ but a moral being cannot be comman- 1.) 
_ deered; he must be persuaded, and the process may belong 
_“ Behold, I stand at the door and knock: if any man hear my Le 
voice and open the door, I will come in to him, and sup with 
him, and he with me.’ Even the divine importunity will nob Moe 
force anentrance. This freedom belongs to a self-conscious fh 
oto s  being as such, and it is the fundamental condition of the: pia 
ay see ethical life; without it, we should have a world of automata. oe 





That Night or Day, that Love ¢ or Crime ae ri _ a oe “ “ ae 




























xv THE FACT, OF FREEDOM cy 
N O doubt thre creation of ee who are really selves, with 
this measure of ‘apartness’ and independent action, is the 
‘main miracle’! of the universe. It is, in the very nature 
of the case, impossible that we should understand the relation 
(if one may even use such a,finite term as relation) between 
a creative Spirit and its creatures, whether as regards the 
independence conferred or the mode in which the life-history 
of the finite being still remains part of the infinite experience. 
Finite beings know one another from the outside, as it were, | 
the knower being ipso facto excluded from the immediate 
experience of any other centre. But there can be no such’ 
barrier, we may suppose, between the finite consciousness 
and the Being in which its existence is rooted. It must 
-- remain open and accessible—it must enter into the divine 
experience in a way for which our mode of knowing hardly 
furnishes us with an analogy. It is, I say, in the nature of 
the case, impossible that we should understand, and be able 
to construct for ourselves, the relation in question; for to — 
do so would be to transcend the conditions of our own 
individuality, to get, as it were, behind the conditions of 
finite existence and actually repeat the process of creation 
and realize the absolute experience. Accordingly, when we _ 
do try to schematize the fact for ourselves, we either elimi-. 
ee nate the. characteristics of selfhood by making the individual 
Geo simply a vehicle of transmission or, on the Bikes hand, we © ee 
a lose hold of the creative unity altogether by treating the : - ea 
_ individuals as independent, self-subsistent units. But be- 
cause such is the inevitable fate of any attempt to describe ee 
the fact i in terms devised to express the relation of one finite — ae 
- fact to another, and only there appropriate, it by no means 
follows that such creation is impo ssible for the Absolute. fas 
And certainly no theoretic difficulties i in conceiving how we as cea 
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8 This ‘nai airacle that thou art ou : 
With powers on thine own act and on the world”. | ee 
se Tennyson, = ‘De Profundis’. ‘. 7 Bae noes 
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“can be free should prevent: us from recognizing that we are 
aber" In asserting freedom we are not asserting anything © as 
additional and extraneous about our experience; we are _ 
~ simply describing its nature, as we know it from within. 
_ And we are applying, i in this supreme instance, the principle 
_ which has guided us Hebagnants the pcre of the Zeality 
of _appearances. | bat 
So far as we are Goncerned: aniduiion. in the sense 
expinindd, appears to represent the fundamental method of 
creation, or, to put it otherwise, the fundamental structure - 
of the actual world. And when we turn to the Absolute and 
- try to figure to ousselves ‘the art of world-making ’? from 
_that standpoint, the same suggestion seems strongly empha- 
sized. ‘We are finite,’ says PROneSsCOE Bosanquet in a fine | 
passage of his introductory lecture, ‘we are finite, which — 
means incomplete, and not fitted to be absolute ends... . 
We must have something greater than our finite selves 
_ to contemplate. We want something above us, something 
_ to make us dare and do and hope to be.’? ‘The unit’, he 
' says in another place, ‘looks from itself and not to itself | 
-and asks nothing better than to be lost in the whole.’?— 
_ Nothing could be truer. It is the familiar paradox of the 
_ ethical and religious life, dying to live, self-realizetion 
_ through self-sacrifice, self- -development through absorption 4 
- in objective interests and in the currents of the universal — 
“life. The individual who would find his end in the culture 
_ of his own personality, whether as a moral work of art or in- 
_ the wider fields of literature and _ taste, suffers the same 
mg defeat as the voluptuary who pursues pleasure for pleasure’s ge 
: 4 sake. He goes in danger of the doom figured by Tennyson _ 
ein. ‘The Palace of Art’. But although the individual may | 
ae not make himself his own End, the world of finite. indi- — rn Oe a 
oe ‘viduals may well constitute the End of the Absolute. How 






oe - oe 4 * As Hume calls it. rae ; ¢ 2 Individuality and Value, p. 25. 
a rs e . Value and eee, ‘153. 
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can we ascribe to the Absolute.” as many theologians have. 
done, the self-centred life, the contemplation of His own > 


glory, which ‘spells moral death in the creature? Is it rea-. 


sonable to deny of the fontal life of God that giving of 
Himself and finding of Himself in others, which we recog- 


nize as the perfection and fruition of the human life? This 


_ would be, under pretext of exalting the divine, to’ place it~ 7 
_ lower than the best we know. More reasonable is it tossup- 

pose that the infinite reality reflects itself in the finite 
nature, and that, in the conditions of mortal perfection, | 


Our souls have sight of that imrhortal sea 
Which brought us ee 


: repeating in the process of their own experience the flux and 


reflux of the cosmic life. 
The idea of end or purpose may not be literally applicable 
in such a sphere, but we may at least say that just ‘ from the 


side of the Absolute ’ the meaning of the finite process must 


lie in the creation of a world of individual spirits; for to 


such alone can He reveal himself, and from them receive the 

_ answering tribute of love and adoration. The coming into’ 
| being of such internalities means ‘ eliciting ’, in Professor. 
on Bosanquet’ s phrase, out of the common fund of externality 8 
a new world of appreciation, of mutual recognition and) 
os "spiritual: communion, to which the former now assumes > 
we a merely instrumental function, a circuit made by the Abso- | : ae eR 
lute towards the formation of beings capable of ‘Spirituals 600. 
a response, which enrich thereby the life from which. they es | 

spring. Only for and in such beings does the Absolute take 
on the lineaments of God. This vaorld of self-conscious — 

- personalities is the Civitas Dei, described by St. Augustine oe 
and by Leibnitz; it is the Kingdom of the Spirit of which 0 
ah _ theologians speak as the gr eat consummation. The yearning © ada | 
ce OE the divine for fellowship is | the idea of the well-known ek 
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_ ines of Schiller with which Heg el closes Lig Phenomenology : 


: Friendless was the mighty Lord of worlds, | 
Felt defect—therefore created spirits, 

: Blessed mirrors of his blessedness . . . 

_ From the chalice of the world of souls 
Foams tor him now infinitude. 


ne But if we project. our imagination thus into the vacancy : 






befgre the world was, nay, before God was truly God, we ’ 
must. remember that we are merely translating into’ terms of. 


Ae time, as in a Platonic myth, the eternal fact of the divine : 
nature, as a self-communicating life. The divine Eremite, 






















as a pre-existent Creator, is a figure, if one may sO speak, of : 


the logical imagination : it indicates what God i is snot, it does: es 


| not tell us what He once was. 


NOTE ON PROFESSOR BOSANQUET’S USE OF THE oe 


_ SOCIAL ANALOGY 


Professor Bosanquet himself, on more than one occasion, | 
suggests that in the conception of society we have the best — 
analogy of the absolute experience. So far as there is formed — 





‘a social mind’, he says, ‘the particular centres begin to be 
adapted as members of an individuality transcending their 
own. ... Their qualities begin to ‘be reinforced by others; 0088 
their deficienciés supplied, in a word, their immanent contra- co 
dictions removed by readjustment and supplementation, so that ye" 
- the body of particularised centres begins to take on a distinct 9) 
resemblance to what we know must be the character of the > 
absolute.’ + So, again, he speaks of ‘the social whole and 
- civilisation’ as ‘a realised anticipation of the absolute”? 
= s Ultimate reality is for [the metaphysical] argument’,he says, 


noe ‘what the social collectivity is for the social student.’% But — - tae 
Soke - there is the same wawering of point. of view which we. have age 
_ noted throughout, due to the defective sense of personality. to 


is the supra-individual and, as it were, ‘impersonal character of hd 


a a social mind or the social collectivity that seems to oe ue 





: o a “Value and a Desting, B 90. - 4 o Ibid, P. a. ae u Tid PB Ih . ues 
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it to Brotecse Bosanquet as an aan He speaks, in the 


context of the passage first quoted, of the tendency of the so-. 


cial process as being ‘towards an individuality in which cen-— 


tres, formed and further formed by such a process, tend to be, 
as particular centres, transcended and absorbed’, And, on the © 
other hand, inasmuch as the social collectivity has no self-con- 
sciousness, no centralized existence of its own, apart from the 

particular centres in which it is realized, the su ggestion of the 


analogy, when thus applied, is that the Absolute also is not to. 
be regarded as a self-centred life. In that way the. personality | 
both of the finite centres and of the Absolute tends to dis- 
appear. But, as we have seen, the development of society, so 
far from ‘absorbing’ its individual members, is a continual 
‘development of their self-consciousness, sand furnishes no 
grounds, therefore, for inferring their disappearance, as par- 


ticular centres, in the Absolute. And if we take the idea of 


centrality or individuation ‘in bitter earnest ’ as the character- 
Astic of everything that is concretely real, we shall not speak or 
think of the Absolute as ‘a vast continuum’ of which ‘ finite 


self-conscious creatures’ are ‘fragments’ * but rather as the 
focal unity of a world of self-conscious worlds, to which it is 


not only their sustaining substance but also the illumination of 


their lives. Society, taken by itself, is an abstraction hyposta- 
tized, but the idea of a divine Socius has been one of the most 


_abiding inspirations of religious experience.’ 


os cake We approach the study of finite self-conscious creatures, prepared 
ee) find in them the fragments of a vast continuum’ (Value and Destiny, 
p. 11). Cf. p. 12, ‘the continuum of the whole’. 


* See Supplementary Note D on Lectures XIV and XV, p. 426- 
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LECTURE XVI 
THE IDEA OF CREATION 


he ‘the niece of che last lecture we found Sarees insen-_ 


# + sibly involved in criticism of a certain conception of Crea- 

tion. ~The word ‘Creation recurs so constantly i in philosophi- . 
cal and theological discussions of the relation of God to the 

, - world that it is desirable to submit the idea toa somewhat 
- more careful exarfination, in order to discover the meaning, 


or meanings, which have been attached to the conception. 
This should enable us to determine whether, in any of its” 


senses, it is to be taken as expressing or pointing to. a phil ] uy 


sophical truth. | i 

The idea forms a natural part of any heer which treats 
God deistically as a purely transcendent Being—a Cause or 
Author of the universe, entirely distinct from an effect 
which is spoken of metaphorically as ‘the work of his 
hands’. But it occurs also in theories which claim to be 


_immanental, and in some of its forms it may not be i iIncom>'.- 


patible with such a doctrine. Histerically, the idea Girries — 
us back to a primitive stage of pictorial thought like that 
of the Zulus, mentioned by Tylor, who trace their ancestry.» 


_ back to Unkulunktilu, the Old-old-one, who created the 


world. It meets us with something of a sublime simplicity — 


in the opening words of Genesis—‘ In the beginning God — 
es created the heaven and the earth.’ Such a statement ‘yields — 
a temporary satisfactign to the craving for causal explana 
tion, though it is not necessary to go beyond the child’s — 
question, ‘Who made God?’, to becorne aware of its meta- 
ene Basel insufficiency. As it has been not. unjustly said," ‘ 


2 Von. Hartmann, » Philosophy of the : Unconscious, i iii. 196 (Both 
























_ ment from causality 
an é¥ent—to have had a commencement. . . . Compared ee 

_ therewith, all other questions which have beet introduced 
into, or associated with, the argument are of very subordi- 

nate importance.’* And accordingly, in order to answer 

i the question, he proceeds to an examination of the universe 
_ in order to determine whether or not it bears the. marks ae 
of being an event’. And because such an examination 
reveals “mutability. stamped upon eyery particular fact in 
the universe, even its apparently mos? stable formations—so i a 

- that each may be treated as an event dependent ona pre- 
ae ceding event, a phase i in a universal process of transforma- = 
tion—we have the extraordinary conclusion drawn that oe 


ea “AN EVENT IN THE PAST es Mesos 


i‘ Contentment sith the regress to a God: creator or some 


similar notion is the true mark of speculative indolence.’ 
The first feature i in the ordinary idea of creation to which 


I wish to draw attention is that creation is regarded as an 


event which took place at a definite date in the past, to 


which we can remount by a temporal and causal regress. 
~The old chroniclers in their naive fashion record the event = * 
methodically with the other entries that seemed to calb for 


notice, such as the death of a monarch, an invasion of the 
enemy, a plague, or an exceptionally. bad winter. We know 


that the date was long fixed by Biblical. chronology as the 
year 4004 B.c. And so it remained till the rise of geological 


science brought about a vast extension of cosmic time. 
Theology accommodated itself, not without some friction, 


to the demands of the new science; but, although the actual 
date was thrust back, the view of creation as an event 

_ that happened at some definite period in the past still con- 
tinued to be held by ordinary theological thought. Perhaps 
I should say still continues to be held, for I find so able a 


theologian as the late Professor Flint telling us, in his 
lectures on Theism, that ‘the question in the theistic argu- 
"is ‘to prove-the universe to have been 


‘ae * Theism, Sth ed, Pp. ror. fe 
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ch the universe as a whole is an event or effect 4 in the same 







sense. But surely such an argument isanexample in excelsis 
SOE the fallacy of Composition. A little later the author is 


: found grasping at“Lord Kelvin’s | then current deductions 


. from the theory of heat: ‘If this theory be true,’ he says, 






a ‘ physica al science, instead oi giving any countenance to the — 


notion of matter having existed from eternity, distinctly _ 
] teaches that creation took place, that the present system or 






nature and its laws originated at an approximately assign- 


able date in the past.’ But Sir William Thomson’s sspecu- 
lation, based on the ultimate dissipation or, rather, degra- oe 
— dation of energy—an end or running-down of the cosmic. : 
mechanism, implying a beginning or start of the same 
within a measurable time—entirely depended on the concep- had 
tion of the universe as a finite closed system, and. therefore es 


























begged the whole question.’ It has ceased to agitate the 
scientific world, as the conditions of scientific theorizing 
have come to be more clearly realized; and the recent 


discovery of the immense quantities of energy generated | seas 


through the disintegration of radium, by completely upset- 


ting the basis of the calculation, has made men more than 


ever disinclined to draw definite and final conclusions from 


_ theories which are in a process of tontinual revision. In 
this connexion it is a significant fact, on which I cannot 


help remarking, that, although the whole face of physical | | 


science has been changed by the remarkable discoveries a 


of the last twenty years, there has been no attempt tou 


exploit the changes. either in a eee or an - anti- 8 : 


. Hicoiogicn! interest. 


It is difficult to viderstand the importance attached bye oo 


| _ 2 many theologians toa "temporal origin of the physical uni- | i . 
ee verse, if we have once abandoned. the geocentric hypoth- Ah ee 


oe esis and its corollaries. The spectacle of the birth and — : 







oe oe ol worlds may actually be seen by Phe: astronomer eras 


ee 'Theism, p. ny 























Py a | Bradley, Appearance ‘sah Reality,» P. 500. mee eee 

oe | a Theism, pp. 124,127. | ny 

8 This is noted by Adamson i in his Shaw y Lectures On the « Philosophy ee 
— we Kaui, D- 2H prt Re | Pe eee 


eve ae AS ‘FIRST’ ‘CAUSE. PS go ‘ 


7 he scans the ec and in fad sense the euete and the. 
solar systern to which it belongs undoubtedly had a beginning — 


and may be expected to have an end. These, however, are — 


but local incidents of the distribution of the cosmic forces; | 


what passes away here is “being born, or is ripening to — 
fruition, elsewhere. The universe, as it has been said,’ has ” 


= 210 seasons, but all at once bears its leaves, fruit, and. 60 
blossom. In Professor Flint’s case, the stress laid on 
(origin ‘at some assignable. date in the past’ is the less — 
| easy to understand, because in the next section of the same 
_ lecture he proceeds to argue that secondary, that is to say, 
_ physical, causes are not, strictly speaking, causes at all; 
each merely transmits to its consequent what it has received 
from its antecedent. ‘A true cause is one to which the 


reason not only moves but in which it rests, and except in 
a a cause the mind cannot rest.’ And this is described 


as ‘a single all-originating, all-pervading, all-sustaining 
principle. . . . All things must consequently “live, move 
and have their being’’ therein. It is at their end as well 


as at their origin; it encompasses them, all round; 


‘penetrates them, all through. The least things are not 
_ merely linked on to it through intermediate agencies which — 
go bak an enormous distance, but ate immediately preset | 

tO it, and filled to the limit of their faculties with its power’? 

_ Obviously we have passed here to a different range of ideas 

altogether? to a frankly immanental view of causation = 
where ‘ first’, in the expression ‘first cause’, has no refer- 

ence to antecedence in time, but is employed propter excel- Al oures 

— lentiam, as the Scholastics say, to. signify that what is SO. ee 
ae “ dbsiariated 3 is the true and only causg. As Kant no less than as 

: : Spinoza cleatly. saw, God cannot be *reached ¢ at the farther Se 
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pend: of any, chain oP ‘phenomenal abitecedenté ‘and: conse- | 
a noe quents. Toi imagine that He could be reached in that way is | 
to treat God and the divine action as a particular fact, one 






mn more phenomenon added to the series. But to talk of a a 


first’ cause in that sense is a contradiction in terms; once 
embarked on the modal sequence we are launched. upon the 
infinite tegress. God is cause only in the sense of ground, . 
foe that sis to say, the Being whose nature is expressed in the | 
system as a whole. In other words, God is cause only _ 























when causa = ratio; for the reason or ultimate explanation 


_of anything is only to be found in the whole 1 nature of the oe 
system in which ‘iteis included. Oi ee ee 
The idea contained in Professor Flint’s second: account > 


that the existence of the universe depends upon a con- | 
tinuous forth-putting of divine power was recognized by fess 
mediaeval thinkers in the. doctrine, which Descartes takes 


over from them, that ‘the conservation of a substance in 
each moment of its duration requires the same power and 
act that would be necessary to create it, supposing it were — 
not yet in existence ’.? This they held, even while main- | 


taining at the same time the theory of the original creation 


of the universe at a definite period in the past. But the | 
more thoughtfully we consider the,idea of creationeas a 


special act or event that took place once upon a time, the | 
_ more inapplicable does it appear. It represents the universe 


as in no way organic to the divine life. On the contrary, 


God is conceived as a pre-existent, self-centred Person to ates 


whom, in his untroubled eternity, the idea of such a creation pe 


occurs, oe might almost Bai as an. oe ‘The ae 


Lu “3God, in Soihores abiene is not ee ina very technical oe 
sense which he explains) the causa remota of anything, but He is the | 


we causa immanens of all things, inasmuch as ‘all things which come to. 







pass, come to pass solely through the law of the infinite nature of God, ae ae 


igus and. follow from his essence ’ sean 1 1S, Scholiam).. 





ae _* Meditations, it a 
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| created ‘ by t the word of his power’. A universe is sum- 
“moned into existence and stands. somehow there, as shapes _ 


ou sang figures might appear at a sorcerer’s word of command, 





or as temples. and towers rise like an exhalation before the 
eyes of a dreamer. The act is an incident in God’s exist- 
ence, and the product stands somehow independently outside — 
him and goes by itself; so that his relation to the subsequent — 


unfolding of the cosmic drama is at most that of an ister- ae 
ested spectator. | 


It is somehow thus, I think, that popular thought envis- - 
ages the relation of God to the universe in creation, though ‘ 


it, no doubt, naively attributes a much grtater importance 


to the incident and its consequences than they could reason- 
ably be supposed to have for such an eternally self-involved 


Deity. But such a conception of creation belongs to the 


same circle of ideas as the waving of a magician’s wand. It 
has no place either in serious thinking or in genuine religion. 
It was an old gibe of the Epicureans, familiar in Cicero’s 


day, to ask what God did before He created the heavens and 


the earth, and how He came to choose just then to create 
- them, after forbearing to do so for so many ages—a flip-_ 


 pancy, no doubt, but a flippancy provoked in some measure 
cot by the: shallow -anthropgmorphism of the doctrine assailed. 
. Bt, Augustine, who twice addresses himself to meet the 


Boks eetaciom wins a technical victory by the argument that oe 




















time itself was created along with the world of moving’. 20) 
a things | by which its duration is ‘measured, so that there oh 
— could be no lapse of unoccupied time before the creation, = 


there being in eternity neither before nor after. But, ino 
eae so. far as he. still regards creation as a unique event, aR ee 
cn event, that is, which took place once+-an act of God’s wil, 




















| but not t grounded § in his. nature—he does not meet the real al: | Hoes 


Ges ‘Cum ibiabove: non in oe is. Augastine’s distinction ; ‘the world co 


a On Timacus, » 38, ‘Time, then, was = eae with. the heaven.’ 















2 cae not created in time but together with time. So. Plato in eae ee 
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oa ‘origin; ‘and, even Vik it ‘had. never exited: at ait the self~ 
existent being of. God would have been in no way affected. | 
And. this external and almost accidental relation between”: oo 
the two is inevitably implied in phrases which speak of. 
_-adivine existence ‘ before the world was’. But this solitary, 
- -ante-mundane Figure is the residuum of a primitive and — 
- pictoriaf fashion of thinking, a magnified man, but rarefied 
_ to bare mind, after the analogy of Aristotle’s pure thinking © 
: a “upon thought, and left. standing apart. from the world. he ne 
ig invoked to explain. A God so conceived is an Absolute 
in the old bad sense of a being existing by itself with no 
| essential relatiortseto anything else. But if God is the prin- 

. ciple through which the world becomes intelligible, His — 
relation to the world cannot be of the merely incidental 
‘character indicated. If the universe is to be understood — 
through God, the nature of God must no less be expressed 7 


_in the universe and understood through it. 


_ Hence more speculative minds, both before and after’. | 
- Augustine, thinkers both Christian and non-Christian, have? 
_ insisted that creation must be regarded as an eternal act, 7 me 
an act grounded in the divine nature and, therefore, if we 
are to use the language of time, coeval with the divine 
existence. Such was the doctrirte of Origen, thepearly = 
Father. God, says Spinoza, is the cause of all things, per se, 


not per accidens. God is not more necessary to the world, 


says Hegel, than the world to God. Without the world, 
_ God were not God. ‘God is the creator of. the world,’ he hes 
Says, repeating Spinoza’s thongs it belongs to his being, Ue 
_ tohis essence to be Creator... . ThatheisCreatorismore- > 
over not an act undertaken once for all; what is in, the 665" 
- _Idea is an eternal elément or determination of the Idea 
Ce itself.’ 71 And lest these latter testimonies should be j in any ole : 
ee way suspect, I will quote to the same 2 effect from Ulrici, - ee 


er Werke, vol xii, 1B 381 Gn the second volume of ‘the : Philosophy of | 
ee Keligton) aoe ope ee 
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| prominent half a century ago ‘as. a defender ee *Theism 


_against all that he deemed pantheistic error. ‘The creation — 
of the world’, says. Ulrici, ‘is certainly to be understood as 


es ‘the free act of God. But his freedom is nowise an arbi- / 
trary freedom: W illkiihr) which at its mere good pleasure 


a might act SO or otherwise, might act or refrain from act- | 
ing... . In truth God is not first God and then creator of on 
= the ‘orld, but as God he is creator of the world, and only as. 


— ereator of the world is he God. To separate the two ideas - 


- from one another is an empty and arbitrary abstraction, 
| affirming i in God an unmeaning difference which contradicts 
- the unity of the divine nature.’ ‘ Hence,’ he concludes, ‘ just | 

as God does not become creator of the world but is from 


2 _ eternity creator of the world, so the world too, though not | 


eternal of itself, exists from a as the creation (or act) 
of God,’ * 
But if the world is thus co-eternal with God, how does 
tite doctrine differ, it may be asked, from the Greek doctrine 
of the eternity of matter, in opposition to which the Chris- 


_ tian dogma of ‘creation out of nothing’ was primarily 


_ formulated? The difference is indicated in the last phrases 
a quoted from Ulrici: it is eternal not of itself, but as the 
| cone creation of Gog. The doctrine of matter in the 


2 ae question. To Plato, who hardly uses the actual term at — oe te 
all, matter was the element of Non-Being, with which the — 


| - pure Being of the Ideas is mingled so as to produce the 
a phenomenal world of sense-experience and he is commonly : 


ne understood to be thinking chiefly of space (the unlimited, 


a _the great and small, as he calls it) considered as a principle : 


of individuation and multiplication’, To Aristotle, from 
_ whose philosophy the opposition of matter and formis i as 
_ derived, matter is. the idea of mere ‘potentiality not yet a BRS 
ao actual—an idea which appears to be involved i in a any process: pee 





= *Goit und Welt, Pp. 531-2. 
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oS e of developenei N either, therefore, ‘understood re the term / 


TEER . what it means in our ordinary usage and i in modern philos- “ 


= ophy. generally—the elemental structure of the physical | 
world. Both, however, regarded it as a limitation of the | 
purposive action of the ideal*or formal principle. It is 


: the @ avayun, or mechanical necessity, which imports into the 
world df experience an element of contingency or casualty, 





ee and®prevents it from being a perfect realization or embodi- 
i ment of reason. Thus in Aristotle, as well as in Plato, the. 
cosmic process is regarded ‘ultimately under the analogy — 
of the plastic artist who finds in the hard mate a limit 


to the realizatiéz of his formative thought’.* Careful 
examination might show that Plato and Aristotle in such 


expressions do little raore than formulate the conditions eee 
which appear to be involved in the existence of an. indie 80 


viduated or differentiated universe at all, conditions’ which — 
modern philosophy also is forced, in one fashion or another, aoe 


to recognize. But looked at roughly—and especially if, ‘ 
_ we read into the doctrine of matter the ordinary associations _ eee 
~ of the word, and think, as the Christian writers mainly did, _ 
of the world-artificer in the Timaeus—ancient thought 
appears to leave us with a dualism of two independent and 
co-eternal principles, the one of, which is conceimed as. re 
- hampering and limiting the divine activity. | Pe 
‘Tt was against this dualistic conception that the Christian pee at 
doctrine of creation out of nothing was directed. All the | ay 2 
dogmas of the creed, it has often been pointed out, were ee 
formulated as counter-statements directed against some . ik 
error or heresy ; and hence it is from what. they deny, rather pee 
than from what they affirm, that their true meaning or jnten- 
tion is to be gathered, ed. he doctrine of creation out of Bene 
“nothing is accordingly the denial that the world was merely pans 
shaped by God out of a pre-existing material. God is cre- 
ator, not artificer ; in. him is to be. found the sole explana= oo 


2 Windetband, History of Philosophy B. a English translation). : 
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ee tion of the existence of the world, as well as of its detailed 





| arrangements. There are not two ‘principles, but one. 
Creation, moreover, was expressly defined as an act of will, 
in opposition to the many then current theories of emanation : 
-and evolution, in which the derivation of the world from — 
its ultimate principle is conceived, by the aid of plentiful, - 
and often gross, physical analogies, as a process undergone, _ 


so to speak, by the ground of things without its intelligent oe 


concurrence, much like the fission, for example, by which — 


the lowest organisms propagate themselves. The impor- 
tance of the doctrine, negatively, in these two directions, 
and its greater relative truth may therefore be freely 


'. delenowledged. But the precise positive meaning to be at- 





- tached to the formula was necessarily a subject for further 
: philosophical analysis. 

-* Creation was, doubtless, spenally conceived by early 

“4 Chritan thinkers in the quasi-magical fashion already 


ol described, as an act of bare will, and the world as a mere 


i effect, a separate, externally posited, existence. But this o 
_ kind of factual externality, if asserted of material objects, © 


a could. not long be maintained in regard to the spiritual Sn 


creation, though just here, from another point of view, the — 
ee independence involved én real creation is, as we have seen, — 





oe mst: marked. Already, in the old Hebrew story, man is..00 ec 8 oo 

made in the image of God, and it is through the breath of 
cs God that he becomes a living soul. And the direct ethico- ae 
religious relation of man to God, which was the essential 
ae * ghapdetetistic of the new religion—the idea of thé heavenly 
Father, which was the burden of the teaching of Jesus— 
made it impossible to treat the diving and the human simply. 


on the footing of cause and effect® While the doctrine 


ey < s0€: the Word made flesh, which so soon became the central. eo 
dogma: of the faith—asserting with | a stupendous simplicity pe eg 
that God became man—made an end, in principle, of mere 


















































Ee “monotheistic transcendence. Hence ip, eae the first te us 
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: philosophical theologian a the Church in any larger sense, 


we have, as already mentioned, the doctrine of an eternal _ 
erg creation, which, as the continual product of the changeless 
divine will, becomes an expression of the divine nature 
rather than the outcome of will in the sense of choice. 


- Origen applies this conception primarily to the world of | 


oo free. spirits which he describes as_ ‘ surrounding the Deity 7 
dike ‘an ever-living garment ’. He gives a more fantastic we 






























“account: of the material world, but he rightly, regards it as 
| secondary to the existence and function of the spiritual — 
creation. On similar lines modern idealism, as represented 
by Professor Bosanquet, while treating the whole universe. 
as organically one, regards the material world. fundamentally 
as that ‘through which spirit attains incarnation ’—‘a sys- 
tem by which the content of finite minds is defined and 
their individuality manifested ’—the instrument, as it 7 | 
through which the only real creation, that of minds, i 


worked out. And thus, although finite minds exist a ee 
through nature, nature in the last resort ‘exists only through 


finite mind ’.* 


On such a general view, the idea of creation read ee 


pass into that of manifestation—not the making of some- 


thing out of nothing, but the revélation in and to. finite 

spirits of the infinite riches of the divine life. It was in ae “ 
this sense that theologians and the makers of creeds and 
confessions came to speak of ‘the glory of God’ as the 
supreme end and meaning of creation. The phrase. hag cue: 
: proved i in some respects an unfortunate one, int so-far. as ik 8 


- tends to suggest the idea of self-glorification and display, 
as of a despot feeding, on servile adulation. But in its 


religious intention it 7s to be interpreted in this sense of = 


eae | self-communication, intensification of life through realiza- ; 
aoe ees ie tion of the life of others. | In this sense we may take Plato’: Ss or : 
eee ea a great words in the Timaeus: : Let. me tell, then, why the : 





_ndividuality and v Value, pP. 138, 135, a eee ae eo 
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| Creator created and made the universe. “He was needs 


and being | free from jealousy he desired that all things 
should be as like himself as possible.’ It is in this spirit, 


too, that Hegel so often tells us that the Christian, that 
is to say, in his view, the final religious, idea of God is 
that of the self-revealing or self-imparting God. And this — 

again is the philosophical meaning of the saying that God oe 
“1s, Love. * . ° - 


We begin to see, then, that creation cannot Be eis / . 


unless in reference to the subjects or conscious existences in _ 


which it terminates. The objective world is a creation, or 
rather, as we have said, a revelation in and to them, ‘ there 


being’, as Berkeley once put it, ‘nothing new to God’. 
-. Such a position need not, however, involve us in the sub-. 
jective or individualistic idealism of Berkeley; all that it 
- means is that we refuse to take one element or moment in a 


process and treat it statically as a fact on its own account. 


_ And we must be in earnest with this principle throughout; 
_ for it applies to God and finite minds, the apparent begin- 
_ ning and end of the process, just as much as to nature, the 
intermediary or connecting term. They also cannot be sub- 
 stantiated as static units apart from the process in which 
they ive or which constitutes their life. Inthe case of the 
finite conscious being this is fairly obvious, for he plainly = 
receives his filling from nature and is reduced at once to 
a bare point or empty focus if we attempt to lift him,asan 
independent unitary existence, out of the universal life from 
which he draws his spiritual sustenance. But it is apt Hobe eee 
to be so obvious in the case of God. And yet, in this ulti- 
eh _ mate reference, it is equally essentiakto be clear on the point, = 
if we are not to involve ourselves intheaningless speculation, = 
_ Hardly any philosophy has avoided such speculation or at 
~ least the appearance of it. Even a theory like Hegel’, 
ae which insists so strongly on the idea of creation as an eternal ee ape 
ibis act ¢ or an 2 eternal process, seems repeatedly by: its + form of see 
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eae statement to suggest just that prior existence of ‘the bare 
“universal which it is the essence of the theory, to deny. a 
2S | Phe misleading suggestion referred to may be iflustrated 
a? by. the more naive statements of Janet, to whom, however, 
gees by reason of his doctrine of final causes, it was more than — 
sO stmply: a defective form of expression. “The insoluble | 
oe problem’, says Janet,? * “is this: Why is there anything but. © 
God? Whether it be held that God produced the world by 
a necessary emanation or that he created it freely, the diffi- 
culty still remains—why did he create it, why did he not 
remain wrapped up in himself?’ ‘We conceive’ , he says: 
again,” ‘two periods in the divine life, whether historically i. 
or logically distinct does not here much concern us. In the 
~ first period, God is in himself, collected, concentrated, gath- & 
ered in himself in his indivisible unity. This unity is... 
the absolute concentration of being: it is the plenum, God 
being thus conceived as the absolute unity, act and con- 
sciousness. Creation commences when God comes out of 7 
himself, and thinks something else than himself.’ The cause” 
-of the universe, he says once more, ‘is beforehand, entirely 
and in itself, an absolute’.* Hence it is that we are con- 
_ fronted with the old difficulty, ‘the wherefore of creation’* 
Now such a problem is certainly, as he says, insoluble, Sut we = 
have created the difficulty for ourselves by substantiating 5 
God as a solitary unit apart from the universe in which he 
_ expresses himself. As Ulrici puts it, God is known tous ag ks 
creator of the world; we have no datum, no justification 
os whatever, for supposing his existence out of that relation, = 
“wrapped up in himself,’ as Janet mats it, ‘entirely and fin a 
Tae himself an absolute’. Q0..- eee 
Cee _ And yet thinkers mich more profound than coe appear Poe hgney 
te: be embarrassed by the same kind of problem. _ The 0) 
] aa systematic structure of German idealism in Fichte_ et 

















rs a 2 Ibid., 77 p. 437. 


a Pinal: Causes, P. 447 7 (Bash translation). 
ae ‘bid, 1B aS 
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__ xvi FALLACIOUS ATTEMPTS AT DEDUCTION s 3It 


aa Hegel might almost be cited i in evidence. “Think only of 
-Fichte’s laborious and futile attempts in the W issenschafts- 
lehre to deduce the Non-Ego or object from the Absolute | 
Ego or bare subject with which he starts. The Absolute Ego, _ 
he says, ‘is absolutely ideritical with itself... there is 
nothing here to be distinguished, no raultipliity The Ego | 
is everything and is nothing, because it is nothing for itself.’ _ 
, Yet he proceeds to represent it as an infinite outward striv- : 


g, which somehow manages at the same time to throw an a 


- SBelacle in its own way, by impinging against which it is 
_ driven back upon itself. By this reflection or return upon 


. itself it attains to sel f-consciousness, that is to say, first a 


: becomes an Ego in any real sense of the word. The purely 
— illusory character of this attempt to conjure bare object out 
of bare subject is obvious. It is hopeless to try to construct 
a concrete self-consciousness out of the interaction of these 


abstractions; and, when challenged, Fichte tells us, as we 


might expect, that he never contemplated what would be 
- comparable to the absurdity of writing a man’s biography — 
before his birth. ‘Consciousness ’, he declares, ‘exists with _ 

all its determinations at a stroke, just as the universe is an 


. organic whole, no part | of which can exist without all the 


; rest—Something, theregore, which cannot have come gradu- 


ah | ally into being, but must necessarily have been there in its aS eo : 
cee , . completeness at any period when it existed at all. > He tells : | ee HS 
































us, in other words, that he has not been narrating what ever) ees 


ve took place, but giving a logical analysis df self-consciousness. oe = : 
(into its distinguishable but inseparable moments or aspects. 











We must accept the disclaimer, and yet the start with an nee 


| SU heteast One, and the persistent attempt to make it posit iter Gores 
own other and thereby generate all¢he multiplicity of the 
he world ‘ out of the unit of itself’? is significant of a deep. 
seated tendency of thought. We meet it again in Hegel's 




















e start: with the pure Idea which ‘ "passes over ’, or ' ‘lets iteelf 






Ae A phrase of Martineau! 8, applied by him, however, i in another reference, ees 
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m go’ : into ‘Nature: in order to return thence anal be at home - | 


Paes | with itself as Spirit. We meet it even more unmistakably in 
the elaborate construction of the divine nature in his Philos- 






































ophy of Religion. What Hegel is really doing, of course, 
_ or intending to do, is to emphasize the truth that if we start 
As retlectively with a One, we find that it inevitably involves a 
Many, for it is only as the unity of a multiplicity that you 
know it as one; or, similarly, the idea of subject implies an. | 


: nS object of which it is conscious—through which alone it can ae 
- bea subject. In the world of reality, therefore, there isno 
_ possibility of a start with a mere One or a mere subject, for 


‘these are the a®stractions of reflective analysis. The 


Hegelian principle of logical implication is, in short, when: ‘ 


applied to the case of God and the world, the demonstration _ 
of the very principle of eternal creation for which we have — 
contended. God exists as creatively realizing himself in the - 
world, just as the true Infinite is not a mere Beyond, but is — 


“present in the finite as its sustaining and including life. on 


‘Hence Hegel’s recurring polemic against the God of Deism, — 


whom he styles, in so many words, the unknown God. And 
yet, adopting for his own purposes the old Platonic idea of 


the Logos, as developed by Alexandrian and Christian think- 


ers into the doctrine of a trinity inethe divine naturf he is ie 
led in the course of his exposition, not infrequently, to use! ss 


rs expressions which involuntarily recall the old conception of oe 


a succession of stages in the divine reality—what Janet calls 
“periods in the divine life’. He tells us, for. eames ‘that 
‘the starting-point and point of. eee ‘the absoe oy 


a lutely undivided self-sufficing One? or, ae ‘Eternal - ee 


Being, in and for itself, is sofiething: which unfolds itself, pe 


— determines itself, diffetentiates itself, posits itself asitsown 
_ difference’? In the same sense he speaks of ‘theadvanceof 
| the Idea to manifestation ’ . The constant use of the term ae. 
ae ‘ posit’ in this connexion, and the ‘recurring: eepeeesiatl 


: a 1 Philosophy of Religie s vol. Hi, 1B. 35 § (Eagiih 8 ansletion): 



























impossible. 
| ‘becomes articulate, in the Son, who is called on that account, 
the Word. But there is no existence of God at all with-— 
out self-consciousness, without such self-articulation. 


re tendency and the same result. 
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| ‘ direnription ’ have the. same suggestion of the bake subject 


- producing its object or of the pre-existing unit opening itself 
out into a multiplicity. 


Philosophical reflection on the 
implications | Oe’ thought is hhypostatized in such passages 
into an actual process g generative of reality. 

_ This deceptive priority finds, of course, striking expres- 


sion in the historical doctrine with which Hegel connects his 
= philosophical exposition, the eternally begotten Son of the 

Father. 
separate individuals, two Gods, then the origination of the 
one by the other, even when stated to’ be an eternal act, is 
. plainly a figure of speech. The Father, ° in theological lan- 


If we recognize that we are not talking here of two 


guage, knows himself in the Son, that is to say, the Son is 
the object without which a divine self-consciousness were 
Or, again, we are told, God utters himself, first 


The: 
Father consequently, if conceived even ideally as prior, is — 
simply the abstraction of the empty subject; and, as handled _ 


- in the metaphysical creeds, the idea may be said to represent | 
_ the inveterate tendency of our thought to try to get beyond — 
or befiind the ultimate, to project a more abstract God 
ae behind the living God, as somehow bringing the latter into. 
«being. This is still more apparent in the form in which the 
- doctrine first specifically appeared in Philo of Alexatidtiae: ooo 
To Philo the Logos is expressly ‘the second God’, and, as 
immanent, is knowable; but God himself, or the iranscenid- a Aaah 
” Sat. Deity, is - exalted above determination by any of the 
predicates known to finite intelligenge. Bots 
kindred speculations of the Neo-Platcnists show us the Samé 0 ee 
Plotinus teaches that Mind, 
oe as alr eady containing plurality i in its unity, must have come — : ae was 
forth from the One, which precedes all thought and being, 
_— Proglus, who devises an intermediate, ® principle to » bridge ee 


‘He is im 010S. The a 
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the gulf between the two, describes the transcendent Source ot 
POs a principle in its nature completely ineffable (avry = 

—. &ppnros apyn). And Scotus Erigena, the Western inheritor 
we © OF their philosophy, declares that ‘ on account of his super- 
7 eminence God may not impréperly be called Nothing’? _ 

‘Thus thought, grasping at the transcendent, and seeking — 
~ something more real than reality, overleaps itself and. falls 
into the abyss of. absolute nothingness. es Abyss,’ indeed, was os 

- one of the names which the Gnostics gave to this i imaginary : 

: prius of the rational cosmos. ae oe 
God, then, becomes an abstraction if od oe the | 
universe of his nianifestation, just as the finite subjects | 
have no independent subsistence outside of the universal 
‘Life which mediates itself to them in a world of objects. 

We may conceive God as an experience in which the uni- _ 
verse is felt and apprehended as an ultimately harmonious _ 
whole; and we must, of course, distinguish: between such 
an infinite experience and the experiences of ourselves and 
other finite persons. But we have no right to treat either 
out of relation to the other. We have no right to suppose 
the possibility of such an infinite experience as a solitary 
-monad—an absolute, in the old seyse of the term already 
| condemned, self-sufficient and entirely independent of the rae 
finite intelligences to whom, in the actual world which we 
_ know, it freely communicates itself. Coleridge, it is tue 

_ fepresents this as’ the fundamental difference | between 

__ Spinozism and the Christian scheme, that whereas to Spinoza. 
oe the world without God and God without the world are both ae 








ten GA a Meister Béthart: the devout mystic, thers | isa aie disdoaion ae 
cen ~beterdee God’, the knowabt> Creator, and the original ground, beyond hg 

. Being and Knowledge, whith he calls ‘ the Godhead’, and which he also. | 
characterizes by predilection as the Nothing, or. unnatured nature’,not 
only unknown and unknowable to man, but unknown also to itself... “The ne ss 
. Godhead, as he says in the extremity. of his paradox, dwells in the noth- ee 
ing of nothing which was. before nothing, and it is. apprehended. only i in 

the knowledge that is a not-knowing. — (The. passage is quoted in 
Usherweg's s lt History of EMoeaieY vol. a Be 474, Engin translation, ye 
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alike smposabie ideas (W— G=o acdc 6). for Chris- 
tan thought the world without God is likewise an impos- ae ois 
_ sibility, but God without the world is the self-subsistent = 
(W—G=o, but G—W=G). I may quote in reply the .; 
comment of my old teacher; on this ingenious play of sym- | 
bols. ‘This is applicable to the Christian scheme only as; | 
popularly understood,’ comments Fraser, ‘ not a few though- Cee 
ful Christians holding by the absolute correlation of Godand 
the world as an inference necessarily deducible from the © 
moral nature or personality of God.’! ‘ We may not take for 
granted’, he says again, ‘ that the Divine Source of the life 
in which we now are, is not eternally the Sburce of light and — 
life to intelligences, active and responsible for their actions, — 
- like ourselves.’? Creation, in short, if it is taken to mean 7 
anything akin to efficient causation, is totally unfitted to 
express any relation that can exist between spirits. Spirits i 
cannot be regarded as things made, detached like products + 
- from their maker; they are more aptly described, in the | oo 
: Biblical phrase, as ‘partakers of the divine nature’ and 
admitted to the fellowship of a common life. But if so,.. 
there can be no ground for the supposition of a pre-existent _ 
ees Deity, not yet crowned with the highest attribute of Good-. 
ness @r self-revealing Love. God’s ‘ glory’ (in the theologi-! 
Je eal phrase already referred to) is not something adventitious, ' e enn 
_ subsequently added to the mode of his existence; it is as, 
eternal as his being. The divine life is essentially, I have. ss 
contended, this process of self-communication. Or, to put it he Cee. 
in more abstract philosophical language, the infinite in and fo Ys 
through the finite, the finite in and through the infinite—this | eS 
ose oonatual implication is the ultimate . fact of the universe as be eae 
oo f we know it. Tt is the eternal fashion of the cosmic Life} 


Co How i is stich a. position distinguishable, it’ may be asked, | ae 
a from the Pluralism advocated by thinkers. like. Professor oe aad 


Repellant 2 Essay on ‘M. Saisset and Spinoza’ 53 North British Review, vol. a Sey 
oe 3 xxxvil, p B, 403. ee eee oe * Tbid., Ly Be 
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- “Howison or Dr. McTaggart? In denying any, epuoriiy. of — 


“othe: infinite to the finite, our view seems in danger of attrib- 


oo. uting an independent reality to the latter, and thus resolving — 

aa the universe into a collection of self- subsistent individuals. 

toe hat i is, in fact, the conclusion at which Professor Howison | 

arrives, in revulsion from a Monism which, by making the — 

: _ Absolute the sole determining agent in whatever happens, ae 

leaves no place in its scheme for the existence of self-active — - 

moral persons. Now it is the essential postulate of morality, & 

as we have ourselves seen, that the acts of the self- -conscious — 

individual are his own acts, not to be fathered on any ‘nature — 

of things ’, and that every self-conscious being is in this sense Pe 

a free and overatis source of activity. But, says Pro-. 8 
_ fessor Howison, ‘no being that arises out of efficient causa-— ar 
tion can possibly be free. . . . Not even Divine agency can 


give rise to another self-active intelligence by any productive 


act.’ And therefore he concludes to ‘an eternal Pluralism’ 


—a ‘society of minds’ or ‘ circle of self-thinking spirits ’, in 


“which God is indeed ‘the central member’ but ‘ only as asst. 
primus inter pares’. ‘The members of this Eternal Repub- 
lic have no origin but their purely logical one of reference 
to each other. ... ae hey simply are, and together constitute ee 


the eternal order’? , 


With all that Professor Howison says about ‘thinking ay 
in terms of spirit’ and discarding the ‘old efficient-causal — | 
notion of Divine being and function’, I feel the greatest 
sympathy, as also with his insistence on what he rather 
ie happily terms the inherent ‘ sourcefulness ’ of self- -conscious- a 
4 mess. I have also already adverted to the contradiction _ oe 
ay I which appears to be involved in the origin. of a self. ‘Such IE Ge 

: , origin i is inconceivable fs the result of action from without, ote 
| and hence the self appears to us as its own creation ; but oes. 

peas | make it the result of its own action is obviously to presup- oe 


ee 2 The Liniits: of Evolution ‘hid: ‘ithe Bésays' illustrating the Motor ; oe 
sa Physical Theory ae Personal I dealism;. Pp. 332-4, a 277, » 256). 3 59, 337. 
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pose the very existence we are aecieue to explain. eae 
_ theless, every child which grows to manhood exemplifies. 
anew the fact of origination which we find it so difficult to 
formulate. And again, from the nature of the case, we 
cannot get behind the ‘ sourceful’ Ego, and therefore none 
_. of us can imagine either a beginning or an end of his exist- 
ence ; the knowing self seems as eternal as the universe. Yet — 

3 this apparent eternity of the intellect is combined in, our 
experience with a conviction of utter dependence; for which we 
of us, as Descartes asks, feels himself able to guarantee his _ 
own continuance in existence from one moment to another? | 
I cannot agree, then, that because a self issa genuine source - 
| of activity, it is therefore necessarily eternal and self-sub- 

‘sistent. Nor do I think that Professor Howison’s too sub- 


jectively Kantian view of the a priori legislative function of 


the mind in the ‘making’ of Nature can be regarded, even 


if it were true, as a convincing proof of the thesis for which 
he is arguing. Professor Howison does not hesitate to 


speak of man and other finite intelligences as ‘ nature-beget- 
ting minds’. We are ‘ ourselves the causal sources of the 
_ perceived world and its cosmic order’; ‘the laws of nature 
must issue from the free actor himself, and upon a world 
_ consisting of states of itis own consciousness,a worldinso 
far of his own making.’ He makes a point, indeed, of this 


‘ Pluralistic Idealism’, as contrasted with ‘the idealistic 


monism that has so long dominated philosophical theism’. 

~ ©Not God only, but also the entire world of free minds other” ae 
a than God, must condition Nature.’ In fact, the finiteminds = 
are alone ‘directly and productively causal of it, while = 
God's conditioning of it can only be indirect and remotes" 850 
namely, by the constant reference tofjim which these nature- <2 ee 

oe _ begetting minds spontaneously have”. | ee 
But surely under cover of this indirect causatidh — thie Boag ane ae 
| - constant reference to a divine. centre—we give the whole oo 


I bid. ‘Pp. 302, 3256. 
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e pluralistic case away. “We are ‘reinstating in such piles | 






the: objective system of: nature—the common world—of _ 


oe which the independent action of so many individual minds . 






_ offers: no manner of guarantee, Professor Howison tells us 


that the finite minds ‘ spontaneously have’ this reference, - 






. and he talks elsewhere of < the benign consensus of the whole 


ee society of minds’ But if we are not to treat such a con- 






ee sengus as the miraculous result of chance, what other expla- So 


nation of it can we give than that the plurality i is based upon 
Ne deeper. unity of. system? Professor Howison’s scheme 































_ appears to work only because he postulates an identical m 


content or system of reason common to all his self-active oe 


: intelligences. the society of which he speaks is described. ee 


by himself as ‘a universal rational society’, or, more ex- 
plicitly still, as ‘an association of beings united by a common oF 
rational intelligence’. This community of nature extends 


~~ not only to the abstract categories of.the pure intellect, but 
also to the governing conceptions of ethical and aesthetic . 
experience. Speaking of God and human souls, he says, ‘ As 


complete reason is his essence, so is reason their essence— 
their nature in the large—whatever may be the varying = 
conditions under which their selfhood, the required pecu- 
larity of each, may bring it to appear. Each of them has 
its own ideal of its own being, namely, its own way of ful- 


‘filling the character of God. . . . Moreover, since this ideal, | 
seen eternally in God, is the ase goal of every conscious- — 


: Ness, it is the final—not the eficient—cause of. the whole be % 
existing self.’ The relations between the Divine and the me 
_ human indicated by such phrases as a common essence and 
geo ven immanent ideal? are of a character so intimate and. 6 
as peat as to make the faetaphor of a. ‘republic '—the whole vhs Ot 


p. ere 








pp. 339-40. ocr Préfece, Dp. XXX. “The theistic ideal of God joie 
m ‘nent in the world by the activity of his” image in. the mind of Man, the. ee 


only D Divine immanence compatibles with the = moral, freedom of the. soul.” . Soe 









“idea of an association of independent individuals—totally 
inapplicable to the facts. _ | Z 
[think I understand the motives of Professor Howison’ S 
insistence on a certain equality of status among all persons, 
—as such, consequently even As between the human self and 
God. He has clearly perceived that a self-conscious being 
As, by his very nature, raised above the sphere of “efficient 

oe. causality as that operates in a world of things. Such a Being | 

is inaccessible to force or action from without: nothing can 
- be effected in a self except through the personal will of the — 
































persuaded; and if he is effectually perstaded, his decision Ao 
becomes the expression of his whole nature. Short of such 
ratification we have gained nothing, for, as the adage has it, 
aman convinced against his will is of the same opinion still. 
In such a sphere, then, the only causation is final causation, 
the catisation of the ideal, as it is expressed in Aristotle’s 
_. doctrine of the prime mover, or again, in the language of © 
Christianity, ‘I, if I be lifted up from the earth, will draw all 
men unto myself’. ‘ Hence the divine love’, as Professor 
- Howison happily puts it, ‘is‘a love which holds the individu- | 
ee ality, the personal initiative of its object sacred. . The 
- - Father of Spirits will have his i image brought for th i in every. 
woe one of his obspring by the thought and conviction of each 
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agent himself. A person cannot be coerced, he can only be 


soul itself... . [Accordingly] the moral government of 
oo : God, ‘springing from the Divine Love, is a government by : oo ae 
3 amoral: agencies purely. . . Leaving aside all the juridical, °°. . 
Balen enginery of reward and punishment: it lets his sun shine and Seam 


. his rain fall alike on the just and the unjust, that the cause _ Tee 










* pp. a8 


of God may everywhere win simply ypon its merits’? This 
ee central conception of the inviolable nature of personality i igen ee 
-. likewise the gist of the phrase of which Professor Howisone 
makes important use, both in the careful summary Of doce ys 
S fine preines to. his book and celsewhere— the mutual: oo 
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recognition of all minds’ aS ‘This. mutual recognition ; is 


5 involved’, he says, ‘in the self-defining act by which each 
pee subsists, and is the condition of their co-existence as a moral : 
order.’ But it holds not only between one finite spirit, and 







; another ; it characterizes equalfy, as we have just seen, the 
_ divine attitude to the human self. In truth the moral recog- 


ie ich } the world of spirits by God is the intelligible mean- 
























ing Sf the metaphor of creation, and it is an eternal act or — : 


fact, Professor Howison urges, which is the expression: of ae 


His own nature as a perfect moral being.* | | 
- With such a statement of the case I have not much faite | 
to find; it is, indéed, practically identical with the concep- . 
tion of creation which we have ourselves adopted. But it is 
pluralism only so far as it is a protest against the completely — 
non-ethical idea of God as a solitary unit. The notion of — 


God is indeed inseparable from that of a spiritual commu- 


nity. But so long as we apply the terms infinite anU”perfect | 


to God and speak of Him, with Professor Howison, as ‘ the 


fulfilled Type of every mind and the living Bond of their 


union ’, such a view is misrepresented by phrases which seem eae 
| to make God one individual mind among a number of equally - fe 
—self-subsistent individuals, which ‘ spontaneously ’, but inex- 


plicably, coincide in certain charaeteristics and in tertain- 


ideals. However i impious and intolerable one may feel the Ee 
image of the potter and the clay, however certain one may “ 
be that the integrity of the self-conscious being is involved 

_ in the very perfection of the divine nature, still the relation eg 


ve _ between the finite spirit and its inspiring source must be, in — Wea) 


the end, incapable of statement in terms of the relation. of oo 


one finite individual tq another. To treat God. as noemore A 


than primus inter pares is to lose touch both with speculation 







oe defination 38 is to o himself oe thinkable’ 





ia ‘ : | and religion. Professor Howison, in the phrases to. which I enya Q * 


: * Preface, pp. xili-xvii. Ch Pp. 385: ‘An absolutely perfect mind, a 7 


God, whose very perfection lies in his giving complete recognition to all a 


: “other spirits, as the complement in terms of. which: alone his « own n self- we a 
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refer, seems to use the idea of self-consciousness entirely as 


a principle of separation and exclusion, which finitizes even 
what he calls ‘ ‘the Supreme Instance’, the ‘ absolutely per- 


fect mind, or God’. ' Substantiating the selves in their 
mutual exclusiveness, he is further led to insist on the essen- 
tial eternity of every self as such, and to represent the 
_ universe as consisting of a definite number of such “perma- 
nent finite souls plus God. With consequences like tlfese, — 
however, we pass from philosophical theism to a real plural- 


ism, such as is more consistently represented by Dr. McTag- 


gart’s atheistic Absolute or by the doctrine of a finite God. 


The discussion of such theories, so far 48 it is called for | 


after the establishment of our general position, falls in 
| another place, 
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“LECTURE XVIT 
“TELEOLOGY AS COSMIC PRINCIPLE 


Tse idea of Purpose meets us in all the ordinary Geolse: 
oe cal accounts of the relation of God to the world of finite 
things and persons ; while philosophers are often found | 
contending that ‘the contrast between a teleological and 
a mechanical theory of the universe is the most radical of 
- philosophical distinctions, and that a spiritual view of the >. 


world stands or falls with a teleological interpretation. Wer § 
have seen, in the opening lecture, the central position 
assigned by Hume to the ‘argument from desigil’ in its 
older form. Although, as a philosopher, he denies its coer- = - 4 


cive force, yet Philo, speaking to Cleanthes as man to man, | 
frankly admits the difficulty of escaping from it. ‘In many. 
views of the universe and of its parts, particularly the 
latter, the beauty and fitness of final causes strikes us with 
such irresistible force, that all cbjections appear® (what 2 
I believe they really are) cavils and sophisms.’ In very. es - ha 
" similar terms Kant, in his classical criticism of the tradi- 
tional proofs of the existence of God, although he exposes” 
the limitations of the argument, refers to it as ‘ the oldest, Suk ed 

_ the clearest, and that most in harmony with the common..." 
reason of mankind’.  Purposive activity is, indeed, the fs 

| _ central feature of ou, human experience; reason seems to sj 
operate in that experience characteristically under the form 
of End. Nevertheless there are manifest. difficulties in | 
AES transferring the conception of Purpose or End to the action, a 
_ if we may so call it, of the Absolute, and in using itto | 
describe the _ elation toasting. between God and the > world 4 , 
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of his creatures, | These difficulties. have were 80 opvesied 
by thinkers of the first rank that it is incumbent upon us 

to examine carefully whether the teleological point of view | 
can be maintained in such a reference, and, if so, in what 
‘sense precisely the affirmatibn of Purpose is to be under- | 

stood. Certain features of finite purpose, it is to be pre- 
sumed, must fall away; but when these are dropped, there 


a may still remain a fundamental attitude of will (perhaps oe 


even of desire) which cannot be more fitly designated in . 
mortal speech than by the time-honoured category of End or 
Purpose. | 


It will, I think, again eo convenient ict enaaee the dis- 


cussion with Professor Bosanquet’s treatment of the same a 


subject; + for although i in the opening or programme lecture 
of his first Gifford course he lays it down that ‘a Teleology 
cannot be ultimate ’,* and returns at the conclusion of the 
| Ste. repeat the position ‘that ‘it seems unintelligible 
oe for the Absolute or for any perfect experience to be a will 





or purpose’, he will be found, in a later handling of the 
_ subject, endeavouring to make room in his final conception 
ES for the essential core of the idea which he had rejected. 





The idea of Purpose, as we meet it in experience, appears 


ae ag. imply (1) desire fet an as yet non-existent state of 





eee affairs, (2) the conception ofa plan for bringing the desired he Sk coe 
es state of affairs into existence. by selection of. appropriate ; ane 
| oe means, (3) the act of will proper, which realizes or carries “ : ee 
ess out. this plan. The final stage or aspect of the process may OIA ea 8 


| - involve mote or less difficulty, but it seems in any case to. 





involve the. adaptation of means to an end. Purpose i os ee! 


this sense is thus essentially a featuny of a life in time, and OU 
ee os also, it would seem, characteristic oF a finite individual in oe 






s Especially, in Individuality ‘ond Value, Lecture IV, “The Teleology oe he 
oe of, Finite Consciousness’. Cf. Appendix I to Lecture ‘X. P30 
8p. 76) In the lecture devoted to the subject he begins witha disparag= = yet 


eh Gg reference to ‘that popular principle of ethical and theistic Adealisny: : oo 


| be oye in n general: as g Leleology 


















































324 TELEOLOGY AS COSMIC PRINCIPLE tect. 
an orderly universe where connexion of means and end can 
be ascertained and relied upon. There is no reason, in short, _ 
tO. object to Professor Bosanquet’s description of ‘ de facto | 
purpose’ as ‘a psychological, temporal, and ethical idea’.* 
Our question, then, is, Do thése features of the idea dis- 


qualify it utterly as a principle of cosmic interpretation? 
- Some of them we easily recognize as. inapplicable in such 


> ay sphere. But because the conception is derived, like all — | 


our ideas, from the facts of our own experience, is it there- 
fore essentially or exclusively a finite category ? We have — 
argued in these lectures throughout from the structure of. 

experience, and it has been my contention that no other. pro- | 


cedure is reasonable or possible. Inthecase, then,ofanidea 
so central as that of purpose, may we not expect that, when) 


purged of demonstrably finite accompaniments, it will still | 


help us to characterize truly the nature of the infinite — ae 


Experience? or 


Familiar criticisms of ‘ the argument from design ’ eae we 


indicate some of the features of finite activity which must 


be eliminated in speaking of a divine purpose. Thus the 


idea of contrivance—the skilful adjustment of means to. ee, 


end—so prominent in the traditional form of that argument, 


evidently implies a pre-existing om independently eXisting a 
material whose capabilities limit and condition the realizing ce 


activity. At most, therefore, the proof would yield us, as 


‘Kant pout out, an architect of the world, a kind OF 


i demiurge, ‘not a creator to whom all things are subject te 


ee Mill puts the same point more strongly: ‘It is not too | oe 


much to say that every indication of design in the cosmos 
ga is SO. > much evidence. agqinst the omnipotence of the designer. a a 


. Wisdom and coatrivance are shown in ‘overcoming = 


coe o difficulties, and there i is no room for them ina Being for tos 
nek whom no difficulties exist. The evidences | therefore of. ; 
eee N atural ‘Theology distinctly imply that. the author of fie ee 


ay teiieideealty and 1 Value, P. 27. 
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| ee worked under aiatous: that he was ‘obliged to 





_ adapt himself to conditions independent of his will and tv 
attain his ends by such arrangements as those conditions 
admitted of’? And, as is well known, this dualistic posi- 


tion was the solution which: Mill was on the whole inclined — 


to adopt. In truth the traditional form of the argument 
seems to represent the Creator as originating a material — 
which has no relation to his purposes—which has no farma- 
tive nisus in itself—and which has therefore to be moulded — 
into accordance with his ends, and directed in its course, _ 
by a supplementary exhibition of the divine wisdom. It is — 
as if the existence of the material weresreferred simply to 
the divine power—treated as a result of the fiat of omnipo-— 
tence—the superinduction of order and plan being a subse- 
quent operation of the divine wisdom, specially calculated 
to serve as a proof of the divine existence. But apart from 
_ the criticism that this comes perilously near to creating diff- 
culties in order to solve them with credit, it is obviously 
_ inadmissible to treat matter and form in this way as initially 
unrelated to one another. Yet it is this contingent relation 


_ which forms the nerve of the argument from design, as 


- Kant three times emphasizes in the course of his short state- 
ments ‘ This atrangemtent of means and ends is entirely 


a foreign to the things existing in the world—it belongs to 








oe then merely as a contingent attribute.’ So Janet writes 
ooo enore: recently : ‘ What essentially constitutes finality is. that ge 
os the relation. of the parts to the whole is contingent: itis 

- just this that i is finality.” Janet goes on to py. that. the | peers 


alternative to such finality is ‘blind necessity ’. “TE it be ene 


admitted that matter, obeying necessary laws, must perforce fo fee 
take the form of an organism fit"for a certain furiction, ooo eve 

the idea of finality must be sacrificed and only blind neces) 

ee sity | be admitted. e And Kant. similarly indicates that the ne 





Se Three Besa on Religion, Pp. 67 
Ee * Final Carisess ‘pp. OOF: : 




































326 ‘TELEOLOGY AS COSMIC ‘PRINCIPLE ‘LECT. 
ee argument. depends on “the contrast. between ‘ a free and 
oe intelligent cause’ and ‘a blind all-powerful nature, produce 
ing the beings and events which fill the nee in unconscious , 
: fecundity’. | | | ae 
But, on fuller reflection: cari anything be mare illepiti- 


a 3 mate than to treat one stage of the divine action as essentially _ 
oe unrelated to those which are to follow—to substantiate 


‘ laws’ as if it were in no sense the vehicle or medium of 
the divine manifestation but almost a rival and hostile 


_ power, so that whatever mechanism can do is not ‘of God’ — 
but the outcome Of ‘blind necessity’. We. cannot treat . 


to effect more delicate adjustments and shape the cosmos 
towards its finer issues. The process of the universe—and 


whole, in which the spirit of the whole is everywhere 


he points out, ‘the processes of inorganic nature are physi- 


mechanism or, in Janet’ s phrase, ‘ nature obeying necessary 


the substructure of the universe in this way. as going by | : 
itself, and introduce purposive intelligence at a later stage 


we are looking at it now as a process—must be taX€n asa 


present. Hence, the ‘strong emphasis which Professor 
Bosanquet lays on the principle of continuity commands 
our sympathy, even although it seems to lead him to cham- 
‘pion mechanism against teleology, and makes him express to 

his conclusions at times in an almostenaturalistic fornf. As pe 


cally continuous with and essential to the processes of life, 

and if the latter are teleological, the former can hardly pees 

oss Tess.so. ss. Much of the work done by inorganic. forces, 5 < 
eg. the change of rock into soil, are obvious conditions = 
of the adaptation of the earth to life... . The continuity 
ee of the earth’s geological, structure with social and historical — i 
heey teleology is obvious. : They plainly and essentially belong 
_... to the same process.’ Taking the case of a flower, he indi- 


Aue, cates the two. extremes ‘we have to avoid. On the ene 






oe accident; that is, as a by-product « of the interaction of CS 4 





hand it is. ridiculous to. say. that such a product arises by a 
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oe elements in whose nature and general laws of combination 
i no such result is immanent.’ On the other hand, we must _ 
+ + not ascribe to the flower ‘ an end or idea somehow super- 


induced upon the course of [its] elements by a power — 
comparable to finite consciousness, operating as it were 
_ ab extra and out of a detached spontaneity of its own... . | 
‘In the structure and being of the flower the natural elements 
behave according to what they are.” But ‘we must iater- 
pret the nature of nature as aes by ae flower as oy the 
law of gravitation’. | . - 
This is the position sO strongly insisted on 1 throughout | 
our first series of lectures, more. especially in dealing with 
the phenomenon of life; and the modern theory of organic 
oS development seems to me strikingly to support such a view. | 
_ Much controversy, of a more or less intelligent kind, has | a 
raged round the doctrine of evolution and the argument en ee 
_ from tiesign. Many have proclaimed on the housetops that = - 
the idea-of purpose has been definitively exploded by the 
modern theory of natural selection ; while others have con- 
tended that the evolutionary process does but broaden and 
_ deepen the conception of a cosmic teleology._ The scientific 
| ~ doctrine, or, one may quite. Fairly say, the scientific facts, 
do, it seems to me, deal,a fatal blow to the ‘artificer’ idea? 
which j is the pivot of the argument from design i in its familiar oo 
form. The eye certainly suggests the idea of special con- _ 
_ trivance more forcibly, if we look simply at the complex | ne 
and delicate mechanism of the perfected organ in the higher 
animals, than if we view its structure as a gradual refines. o 
ment, through countless intermediate stages, upon the = 
pigment spots which serve some of the lowest organisms — Ces 
oe Leto discriminate ® ronebly between. Hight and darkness. Ba ee 

















-e “3CE. “Indintduality and Value, pp. Vibo. ae ee ee oo 
Dr. Chalmers in his Natural Taaology. refers the'oviein’ of ordunté 
ne -stracture to ‘the finger of an artificer ‘the direct * fat and rer 

7 iene of a God’ Usetiiates: a Theelagsenol: i, PP. 19° eet) Spe yee 
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; So. bring in ‘the. ‘operation | ae. fiatural: selection through 






environmental conditions, and to regard an organ as thus 


fashioned from rude beginnings by the cumulative action vos 
‘of such factors in the past, is not to eliminate teleology. 
- Rather, by relating the development of the organ to the — 
i general course of things, it is to bring both organ and ey 









environment within the scope of one ‘ increasing purpose ’. 


‘This was clearly put by Huxley as early as 1869 in criticiz~ 





























ing the youth ful extravagarices of Haeckel. ‘No doubt it 7 
2446 quite true’ , he says, ‘that the doctrine of Evolution is | 
‘the most formidable opponent of all the commoner and: 





coarser forms ofTeleology. But perhaps the most remark- : 
able service to the philosophy of Biology rendered by Mr. 


Darwin is the reconciliation of Teleology and Morphology, — 
and the explanation of the facts of both which his views | 
offer.’ * | 
The modern scientific view thus tends to coincideswith the 
ideal outlined by Kant at the close of the Critique of Pure 
Reason—‘ the systematic unity of nature’, conceived as _ 
‘complete teleological unity.’® This ideal, ‘ essentially and 
indissolubly connected with the nature of. our reason and 
prescribing the very law of its operation.’ ’* impels us ‘to 


regard all order in the world as 7 it originated frem the ee 


o ‘ Collected Essays, vol. ii, “Darwiniana’, Dp. 09. Cf. ee Asa‘: oS 
Gray’s statement: ‘Let us recognize Darwin's great service to natural | 


science in bringing back to it Teleology: so that instead of Morphology 
wersus Teleology, we shall have Morphology wedded to Teleology * 
(quoted in Darwin’s Life and Letters, vol. ii, p. 189), and the statement 


of Francis Darwin (in the same volume, p. 255): ‘One of the greatest 


services rendered by my father to the study of natural history. is the 


ae: revival of Teleology. The evolutionist studies the purpose or meaning oh : 


of organs with the zeal of the older teleology but with far wider and 
more coherent purpose. He has the invigorating knowledge that he is 


gaining not isolated conceptions of the economy of the preset but a Ve i 


oe coherent view of both past and present.’ 









_ *Pollstindige zweckmissige Einheit. 


ae Gesetzgebend, Or, as he. otherwise expresses it! this unity is. note ae 


EG ae an economical device of reason, of hypothetical validity.’ Reason, fee 
ce ees does not EDs as demand.’ Oat ee 
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: intention and design ofa supreme reason ’ “But ‘as he wisely 
adds, ‘the agency of a Supreme Being is is not to be invoked — 
bya species of ignava ratio to explain particular ‘phenomena, 
instead of investigating their causes in the general mechan- 
ism of matter. This is to. consider the labour of reason 
ended when we have merely dispensed with its employment, — 
which is guided surely and safely only by the order of nature 
and the series of changes in the world—which are arranged | 
| according to immanent and generallaws. This error may be | 
avoided if we do not merely consider certain parts of nature 
_ from the point of view of finality, such as the division and _ 
structure of a continent, the constitution and direction of - 
certain mountain chains, or even the organization existing 
in the vegetable and animal kingdoms, but look upon this 
systematic unity of nature in a perfectly general way in rela- 
tion to the idea of a Supreme Intelligence. If we pursue 
_ this “advice, . . . we possess a regulative principle of the 
systematic unity of a teleological connexion, which we do not 


| attempt to anticipate or predetermine.’ *"*We cannot’, he 
repeats, ‘ overlook the general laws of nature and regard thie 
__ conformity to aims observable in nature as contingent or 
a hyperphysical in its origin. . . . The whole aim of this. 


| regulative principle 1 is fhe discovery of a necessary and sys- 


tematic unity in nature, and hence, when we have discovered 


Oe eae 


oe " such a unity, it should be perfectly indifferent whether we | Le ae 


: say God has myely willed it so or nature has wisely arranged | : _ 7 a 


“The sihsle ideal ‘thus sketched constitutes an ‘emphatic By 


oe repudiation, on Kant’s part, of what he had himself signal- Ps 


ized as characteristic of. the old _argument—the view of See 


purpose as external and contingent, super-induced upon the 


- facts and manifested only in particular contrivances of | Ee 


oe - nature. Kant transfers the idea of purposetothe wholeasa 
foe. systematic and intelligible unity. And in applying his princi- | 
ake Pe ples. 8 in the Criliaue: or J ndginent, € to the eral case Of the is ne oe 
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ees organism, he points out. that it is just because the peculiar ee 
_ unity which characterizes such a whole and its members a 
appears to us contingent with reference to the general laws 
ee JAP of matter, that we seek to explain it by a pre-conceived plan | 
ono OF purpose, that is to say, by the idea of the whole in some 
_ mind prior to the actual existence of the whole in question. — 
But thistmode of explanation, he repeatedly suggests, may~ . 
a well be due to the nature of our understanding which, as ao. 
| faculty. of notions, dependent upon sensibility. for its ea 
_ material, proceeds always from the parts to the whole, sind es 
consequently regards the connexion of the parts in: that) 
| particular fashion’as contingent. ‘We can, however, con- 
- ceive of an understanding, not discursive like ours but intui- 
tive, which proceeds from a synthetical universal (the 
intuition of a whole as such) to the particular, i.e. from 
—.. whole to parts.’ Such an understanding would see ‘the = 
. possibility of the parts as dependent on the whole mrrégard ss * 
me to both their specific nature and their interconnexion’, 
_.. Here, therefore, there would be no such separation as we 
popularly make between means and end; the whole would 
- not appear as an end, and the parts as means adapted tot 
realize it. The relation of means and end in the ordinary oh 
sense would vanish; for the whole weuld appear as thé neces 
essary unity of its members, and the members as the neces= 0 
- sary differentiation of the whole. Hence Kant holds thatthe = 
| - mechanical and the teleological explanation of the “facts. 
are not ultimately contradictory, although the teleological one 
remains the final or inclusive point of view. And when we = 
analyse our real meaning in the light of Kant’: s stiggestion, AEs 
we see clearly that, in attributing purposiveness to the ani- 
_-verse or any lesser whole, what we are concerned about isthe > — 
cas _ character of the reality in question and not the pre-existence — ee 
of aplan of it in anybody’s mind. A teleological viewofthe => 
_ universe means the belief that reality is a significant whole, © 0? 
a hen teleology it in this sense is = opposed t to a a purely 2 mechani- ee 
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cal theory, it means substantially the assertion of an intelli- 
gible whole as against the idea of reality as a mere a geregate 
or collocation of independent facts. When Trendelenburg,’ ee 
for example, speaks of the teleologists as asserting the pri- 
ority of thought, and their opponents the priority of what 
he calls blind force, what he means by such priority is not 
_a bare mind existing first and calling matter into being, but 
; simply the inherently intelligible nature of reality. ecord: 


- ing to his own illustration, the universe has not chanced on — 


its present apparently intelligible structure as the result of 
infinite castings of the cosmic dice, much as the liad or the 
tragedy of Hamlet might be supposed tose a collocation of 
letters accidentally arrived at in the course of infinite — 
-shufflings of the alphabetic symbols. Rationality is not a 
lucky accident of this description; it is the fundamental 
feature of the world. Intelligibility, as we actually discover 
it, arml-ags we everywhere presume it, means that the world 
is the expression or embodiment of thought. In this sense 
mens agitat molem; reason is present at — eiace as the 


ae shaping spirit ‘of the whole. 


If we discard, accordingly, in a. cosmic reference the idea 


- of a preconceived plan and the. whole conception of contri- 


vance or skill in the @vercoming of difficulties, with the 


‘separation of means and end which it involves, we seem 2 ee 
furnished with an answer to another of Professor Bosan- 
-— quet’s criticisms, namely, that teleology, ‘in the sense of 
can aiming at the unfulfilled, gives an unreal importance to time a - Ma, 
and to the part of any whole—it may be a rctaHvely trivial Seas 
a _ part—which happens. to come last i in succession ’ ‘To pro- pone : 
: “o laim the End as the true principle of explanation, we may oe 
rhe reply, i is no more than to insist, in"Hegel’s ‘phrase, that thes 
True is the Whole. Taken from the point of view of proce 
ees | ess, the principle says ‘await the 1 issue ’ , See > what it all comes 


See ea ee 





















































as Mn: ‘Ms essay, Ueber den lesz ten Unterschied der r philosophischen eR 
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on Do not attempt to thrust things back upon their ‘first . 
eeianinge, or try to take these beginnings out of relation to 


oe what has” followed. from them. It is the characteristic of i 


a Naturalism thus to substantiate the antecedents in abstrac- _ 
tion from their consequents. But, as I have already insisted, 







the true nature of the antecedents, that is to say, of the - 


co apparent cause, 1S revealed only in the effects; and in this 
sense all ultimate or philosophical explanation must look to 

































- the end. Obviously, to such a teleology it is not the tempo- 
ral sequence which is the important thing. The end, indeed, — 
must not be taken in abstraction any more than the beginning ; ea 


it must not be severed from the process of its realization. 


"The last term is only important because in it is most fully | 
_ revealed the nature of the principle which is present through- — 
out. It is precisely this linkage of the first term with the 
last and, to that extent, the transcendence of the mere time- 
sequence in the conception of an eternal reality, thet Seems _ 
to me to be expressed by the profound Aristotelian adea: eo" 
réXos or End. — oe 
But it is plain, as Professor Bosanquet argues, that ne 


| idea of Purpose or End, when we thus divest it of its finite na 


incidents, tends to pass into that of Value. It is, as I have — | 
already said, the character of the Whole which we have in 


view—not the historical fact of its having been purposed, but =~ 
_ its nature as something worthy of being purposed, something = 
fit, in short, to be the End of a Perfect Being. And it is in 


| harmony with this sense of the term that theologians are | 
- wont to speak of the fundamental features of the universe _ 


as ‘the eternal purpose ’ of God. And the same sense re- wee 


appears in the test case. of Spinoza’s system, which appar- 


ently strides across the historical antithesis of mechanism 


and teleology. Spinoza passionately denounces the meta- 
oo physical use of the idea ot Purpose or. End, and appears : : a 
Seah, therefore: as the defender of mechanical necessity. “But its: 
e Cee would be a strange r uling which r refused to see in n Spinoza’ Boe 
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system one of the great presentations of philosophical ideal-— 
ism. After all, it is an external teleology, and especially 


a teleology too narrowly centred in man, which Spinoza 
repudiates, and for which he substitutes the idea of a self- 


realizing system. And Spinoza’s necessity, we must remem- 
ber, is always the necessity of the divine nature, that is to 


| _ say, it is the expression of the nature of the whole. We shall _ 

not do justice to his thought, therefore, unless we interpret it — 
in the light of his goal rather than in the light of his starting- 7 
‘point—not by the formal definition of God as Substance but | 

by the amor intellectualis Dei with which he closes, the intel- 
-lectual love of the mind towards God, whieh is part of the 
infinite love with which God loves himself. Spinoza’s con- 


clusion brings into full light the element which we have just 
found to be the essential characteristic of the teleological 
conception. From the ultimate stage of philosophical in- 


sight, at ayhich the mind realizes the system of the whole 


and its own oneness with God, there springs, says Spinoza, 


“summa, quae dari potest, mentis acquiescentia, hoc est lae- 
| titia’; and beatitudo is the note upon which he closes. . 
pee -Acquiescentia—the highest contentment of mind, Pollock | 
translates; acceptance as good, we might say. It is the 
om hitinatisacho of the verdigt put into the mouth of the divine 
- Labourer—‘ And God saw everything that he had made, and 
ae behold it: was very good.’ Or again, Spinoza says, this — 

— faequiescence’ is not really distinguished from ‘glory’, In 
ieee this striking array. of terms there is the same undertone of ieihiod 
ee . mystical, exaltation as in Plato’s famous words at the close seth alates ie 
oo of the” Timaeus, in which he celebrates the world heey es 
- has. described as ‘a god perceptible, greatest, best, fair. Ce eo 
: est. and most perfect, the one only -begotten universe ’ oo eee 
_ In these terms Spinoza enshrines his conviction that the Pe 
world is not only one, but it is good: it is not onlya 
system which we can understand, but one with which we can ee 
eed identity ourselves, and obtain thereby. the highest satisfac: ee 
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Eas tion of witich our ‘nature. is capable. ‘This idea of satistac: | 

tion forms an integral part of any teleological view of the 

oo universe. The conception of a realized purpose involves the es 
idea that the end is” something worthy of attainment, an 

a achievement in which the rational being can see the fulfil- oe 
ment, and far more than the fulfilment, of ‘alll the : main a 

Neila tendencies of his nature’. 4 ee es a ae reso 
We meet here again, in short, the idiea of wale to: which so 

ae Giach ‘prominence was given in the first series of lectures and a 

also i in the earlier lectures of the present series. The idea i is : 

—. sometimes, I think, obscured i in Hegelian arguments by the eos 

_ exclusive stress daid on the idea of unity and system. A 
principle of unity—the phrase which occurs so often da : 
_Caird for example—is in the end as bald and abstracta 
description of God or the Absolute as the much- -derided 

ee ‘Being’ or ‘Substance’ of earlier philosophies. Hegel’s | 

own statements, in dealing with this very subjecteofteleol-— 

Tae ogy, also weary us by their persistent harking back to the — 

- fundamental formula of the One and the Many or identity 
in difference. But it is not any whole or system, any many-. > 
-in-one, as such, which is capable of being looked at philo- 
-sophically as an End. Such phrases, unless we read into 

_* them a specific content from our oWp experience, sugeestno 
-. more than fitting together the parts of some intellectual puz- se 

zle. We have already seen,” in criticizing Mr. Bradley’sand 
Professor Bosanquet’s formulation of the principle of valué,n eo o3, 
how both these writers are obliged in practice to supplement Sur 

~ the purely logical criteria of inclusiveness and ‘non-contra- ey 
ea diction by reference to ‘the provinces of experience which 
comprise the various values of life ’,3 or, still more explicitly, 

eee to “our main: wants—for truth ad life, and for beauty and — a 
ee goodness ’ Me importance of the idea of f purpose and: its. Sant 


= 





Ss ‘Mr. Bradley's phrase. Needs oe Vr 
ee ce In Lecture AIT, on ‘The Criterion of Value’. sep ps hae ies os as 
Phy a oe ‘Individuality and: Value, p. 268. , 
ee jC Appaarance. and Rea, 2. ae 
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eapretate satisfaction, is that fhey recall us to thé aspects of 

feeling and will, which are incontestable marks of any experi- 
~ ence known to us, and apart from which value i isanunmean- 
ing phrase, Value in. some theories is specially connected with 
the facts of feeling, but satisfaction means more than can be 
expressed ih terms of pleasure and pain, considered merely — 
as passive states of the soul. Satisfaction is inseparable _ 
_ from conation, and successful conation is the self-fulfilment — 
of the creature. In its highest form, such conation means 
realized purpose, and the supreme values are those which 
represent the realization of our most sustained purposes and 
the satisfaction of our deepest and most permanent desires. 
‘Value, it is not too much to say, becomes an abstraction 
when dissociated from the idea of purpose and realization. 
But do not all these ideas bring us back, it may still be 


ae urged, to the region of finite effort? If purpose implies the 
oe _ideasof cc conation and satisfaction, can we apply such a con- 


ception to reality as a whole without exposing ourselves to 
_ Spinoza’s criticism that it implies defect in God, and explains 
his activity as a means to remove that defect, or to achieve | 


a perfection which he previously did not possess? This 
os fundamental difficulty is faced by Professor Bosanquet at. 
| the close of his contribution to an instructive Symposium on : 


: Purpose and Mechanism,’ of a later date than his Gifford — 


Lectures; and his suggestions towards a solution, if admit- 


oe tedly vague, seem to me, as coming from him, of unusual, | OPE 
interest. In the Gifford volume, as we have seen, he appears, 


ne “both at the outset and at the close, to reject the whole tele- - 





ological point of view as applied to the Absolute. Butin 
the lecture specifically devoted to the subject wefindhim 
cn acknéwledging coh rather contending. for) a ‘ teleology be- a “ oy ce ae a 
8 low ci cones ’ and a “teleology “above finite conscious- oe pe 

ness’. ‘Nature,’ in short, ‘below conscious intelligence. and: ee 
: oe Providence, if we like to call it so, above, can achieve without oe 


| ie a * Published i in the Proceedings of the Aristotelian " Society, 19n1- 12, 
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as ‘the help. 0 of a relevant explicit consciousness, results of the 


[a | “same general type : as those which. are ascribed to the guidance _ mie 


of conscious minds.’* It is not, therefore, the purposiveness 
Ae OE the whole which he denies, but the ascription of that pur- 







_ posiveness exclusively, to the conscious guidance of finite 


individuals or of a God. individualistically and externally 
oo conceived. In the more recent discussion to which I have | 
“ : referred, he proposes, in order to make this position plainer, 4 
to use teleology as a third term distinct both from mechanism 
on the one hand and purpose on the other, purpose being now 


































- identified with what he had ee in his lectures ‘ the tele- 


ology of a consciousness’. ‘ Teleology ’, he says in this ie : 
symposium, ‘as a character applicable to the universe, is got oe: 
at primarily by freeing the idea of end from some incidents > 


of finite purpose which cannot apply to a true whole.’ But, 
he proceeds (and this is the point of interest to which I 
alluded), does teleology in this cosmic application ‘drarfscend 
finite purpose in every way? Or must not, as we anticipated 
at starting, some special characters of finite purpose be 


carried on into teleology and establish a kinship between the 
two? In other words, are we not to unite the conative atti- 
tude and the correlative idea of satisfaction? Now,tounite 
-conation with accomplished fruitigp—with the idea of arn 
whole in which end and process are one—is not easy; on the. ae 
other hand, to separate perfection from value, and value oS 
- from sauatacuion, and satisfaction from a conative arabic; Se 


is also not easy.’ ‘ The difficulty begins’, he adds, ‘when ae 





you attempt to explain. to whom the perfect whole i is to be ee 


pace ‘satisfactory ’ ; and he is so impressed by this difficulty that cu 


he: attempts to get round it by substituting the term gatiss 


oo factoriness for satisfaction. ‘T believe that value lies deeper, Vas 

and is not conferred by de facto satisfying a conation, butis 
foe in satisfactoriness rather than satisfaction—in the character 
G oot completeness and positive non-contradiction which gives : 


* pp. 45, 1534 











































XVIE "SATISFACTORY TO WHOM? ES gaz. | 
_ the power to satisfy conations, because it belongs to what 
| unites all reality j in itself’ : | | 


But surely this is an evasion of the difficuty, not a  solti- | 


= tion; for why is anything called satisfactory, unless because 
it satisfies some one? The sdme question therefore arises— 
| satisfactory to whom? The suggestion would seem tobe 
_ that the satisfaction is experienced distributively by indi- 
vidual finite beings. And that is no doubt an elemerft in 
the case, for, after all, it is we who pronounce those judge- 
ments of ultimate value, and apart from such human valua- — 
tions we possess no magical access to the secrets of the > 


Absolute. But it is precisely because, in “such judgements, 
there is no question of the realization of any merely indi- 


A vidual or selfish purpose, or of any number of finite purposes, 
that we are prepared to stake our all upon them. We 
ial should not experience the satisfaction, if we did not believe 


that We were judging sub specie universi or from the stand- 


-- point of the whole. Our finite judgements, therefore, seem 
to postulate a satisfaction of the Absolute itself, if I may | 
so. put it, which as heirs of reason and freemen of the 
~ universe we are capable of sharing. | But in substituting 
- satisfactoriness for satisfaction, and then translating satis- : 
factoriness into sutélyelogical: characteristics, Professor : : 
co Bosanquet _ seems to yield to the subtle temptation to 
"S3 detach the content and structure of truth, as logic does, — 
| - from the concrete whole in which it is enjoyed, and to treat : Pecan sate eae 
| dt-as a self-existent entity. But the abstraction which is. 

- permissible and intelligible in logic or in any special science 
ao becomes meaningless i in metaphysics. In an ultimate account | | ae - 
Sof things, the logical criteria themselygs—completeness, hare ee 
ae _ mony, coherence, any term we like t@e use—imply, as much a : i 2 : , ae 
a as. any ethical or aesthetical criterion, the reference to? Ree en 
conscious experience appreciative of value. Because itis 9 
; purged of all private by-ends and selfish interests, we some- et 
a, times ¢ think of truth as typically mnperéonsl, but Aristotle’s S oo 
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2 account ét- the: divine felicity is sufficient to remind us ‘that ; 
truth is not a logical abstraction but a supreme value. 
‘The point which interests me, however, is that, in the 
i. ‘end, Professor Bosanquet refuses to surrender the idea of 
- satisfaction which he had seémed inclined to,give up on 
| account of its difficulty. The sentence which I aye criti- 
ized i is not, in point of fact, consistent with what he imme-. 
diately goes on to say: it seems to reflect a témporary dis- 
couragement. In the very next sentence he. reiterates the 
conviction. which gave rise to the difficulty. ‘Yet’, he 
says, ‘in the purposiveness which is perfect and inclusive iis 
satisfaction, something must remain which represents the 
facts of conation.’ Or, as he puts it in the following sen- 
tence still more strikingly, ‘ the contradiction of a conation : 
co-existing with fruition must be realized’.* ‘ This is not 
pnt the place’, he adds, ‘to offer suggestions how this can be, — 
+ ‘but the singularly intimate unity which charaeteriZes the 
ar teleological whole must be distinguished from the abstract pons 
unity of mechanism by something akin to a conation of all 2 
towards all, though its timeless unity seems a meeting of a 
extremes with the mechanical ideal.’ ee 
The realization of a contradiction is a strange phrase on : 
Professor Bosanquet’s lips, but the paradoxes or ¢pparent 
contradictions of religious thought have often been remarked — mee 
on. A recent writer? has observed in that connexion that, so0" 
fat our level of thought, the inclusion of an element of cone.» 
: tradiction seems to be a sign of reality and of largeness | of oes 
__-view rather than of error’. The paradox of religion may be ee 
oe truer, in short, than the dilemma, the ‘ Either-or ’, of thee 
logical understanding, So it may be here in dealing with | en 


- 4In the Appendix to Irdividuality and Value, in the immediate con- 

ee text of the statement that ‘it seems unintelligible for the Absolute or 

oe for any perfect. experience to be a will or purpose’, he adds, ‘To say oe 

aa that. the reality as a whole may contain an untold number of finite. Due 

poses, and must itself include a satisfaction in which Durpore: and. fale oe 

ape Ne ate one, is another thing’. FO as 
i Me o Noten in Foundations, p $20. es) 


rece eel Sa nero 
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| s | 
the conéeption of an absolute experience, Tt seems at least 


certain that if nothing remains in that experience to Fepre- 


~ sent the facts of conation and fruition, the Absolute is 


assimilated, as it is in Spinoza’s formal theory, or as it some- 


times appears to be in Hegel,*to a timeless system of abstract 


truth, or, as Professor Bosanquet here suggests, it becomes. 


‘a indistinguishable from ‘the mechanical ideal’. If we return 

for a ioreh to consider what is true and what is false in 
- Spinoza’s denials, it may serve to illuminate our conclusion. 
He denies both intellectus and voluntas to God. But his 
- fierce polemic against ‘absoluta voluntas’ must be taken as 
his protest against transferring the idea of*choice to a sphere 


where it is inapplicable, and thus founding the universe and 
its constitution upon a groundless act, upon the abstraction 
of contentless will. And this protest must be emphatically 


sustained. When he denies voluntas to God, it is this free- 
dom Sf choice which he means, and when he denies intellectus 
It is the schematic and partial knowledge of things from 


the outside, the knowledge which proceeds by the piecing 


. together of parts and the inferring of the unknown from 
the known—intellect, the deviser of means towards ends, of 
plans of action for the satisfaction of wants—it is this 


charaeteristically finite @rocedure which he refuses to carry 


over into his conception of the divine nature or the divine 
activity. And again it is obvious that the refusal is Juste ete 
And yet there is a danger in Spinoza’s denials; for although ee 
the discursive and scheming intellect is rightly denied, intel oe 
- ligence in some larger, directer form—of which we may ie 
oo Rave hints and anticipations in our own experience—must eae ae 
be affirmed, if we are not to treat that which is highest nPop 
| 5 as lower than ourselves, and to assinilate it to unconscious oe 
nature. And with intelligence goes will, not as a meaning- ee 
Jess freedom of choice but in ‘the sense of continuously ee 
: affirming | and possessing one’s experience, which is the == 
. - characteristic, or at least the ideal, of: the > self-conscious Cees a 































“340 TELEOLOGY . AS COSMIC PRINCIPLE tect. 


| Anitividual* “So far as Spinoza appears to deny these char- : 
acteristics to his ultimate Individual, he abandons the prin- 
ciple of interpretation by the highest. we know, and in that — 
case, or so far as he does so, necessity, even the necessity 
of the divine nature, tends to suggest not the inwardly 
affirmed movement and rhythm of a concrete experience or 
life, but'a kind of abstract destiny imposed on the universe. — 
It isethe idea of the divine necessity as a self-aifirmed life, 
and not as a blind force acting within the universe like ae 
fate which it undergoes, that constitutes the differentia | 


Between a theistic and a non-theistic doctrine. 


The terms we deave just used, however, do not carry 1 us, 5, io 
i themselves, beyond the contemplative felicity of Aris- 


totle’s eternal thinker. But if we revise our idea of perfec- ee 


tion—if we keep in view the conclusion to which we were led _ 
“in the two preceding lectures, and definitively abandon the | 
conception of God as a changeless and self-sufficient unit—_ | 
the movement to the finite and the realization of the infinite _ 
a in the finite must be taken as the fundamental character. 
of the divine life. And if so, what term could be devised _ 


more-fitting to describe the relation of the time-world ands 
its process to the divine totality than to speak of it as‘ ‘the a : 
eternal purpose’ of God? Like every term of our smortal ee 
speech, it retains the associations of time. The Endappears > 
as a ‘ far-off divine event’, a consummation delayed; and 
~ beyond doubt the finite point of view cannot be transferred — Sal 
literally to an Absolute Experience. But so far as the. oe 


ideas of process and ultimate achievement embody the con- cope. . 
ception of effort—nay, of difficulty—they may be accepted _ 


| as. truer to the great Fact of the universe than. the language a 


Se even of a philosopher like Hegel when he speaks of the - eee 
es Absolute, Life. as the eternal nee of “Tove with itself.’ a a. ie 


= Philosophy ak Religion. 7 am, ‘of. course, well aware. that ¢ at t other OS Bote 


oe Hegel emphasizes | the ‘element of strain in Res cosmos. ee Ae 


: pees mee be: ae 
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. short, if the finite world means anything to. Con the aie a5 


of activity and purpose are indispensable. If he is not 
_ himself active in the process, he is no more than the — 
Eternal Dreamer, and the whole time-world becomes the | 
illusion which many absolutist systems pronounce it to be. 
Founding, as I do, on the verities of the spiritual life, it 
would be waste of time for me, at the stage we Have now — 
reached, to*combat such a view. But the relation of the 
| temporal to the eternal is so old a metaphysical problem, and — 
one so much in the foreground at present, that it demands 

consideration § ina - special ee | | | 




































eS TECTURE XVII. 
. TIME AND ETERNITY 


“Trewas the apparent inseparability of the idea’ bE Purpode | 


7 . trom the future or the ‘ not-yet’ that constituted the diffi- Nae | 


: culty i in applying it to the action of the Absolute or to the | 
universe as a whole. We are thus led directly to a more 
general consideration of the problem of Time in its relation 


to the Absolute, or, as it is sometimes otherwise expressed, 


the question of the ultimate reality or unreality of Time. 
Adopting Plato’s figure of the successive waves of a philo- 
sophic argument, we may well say that this is the most 
mountainous and formidable of the breakers we have to_ 
-encounter. Greek speculation in any profounder sense may 
be said to have begun, in Heraclitus and Parmenides, with 


the problem of time and change; and the same problem is 
the fundamental issue in the latest contemporary philoso- | 
phies of Mr. Bradley and M. Bergson “Nothing perfect, °°". 
nothing genuinely real, can move,’ says Mr. Bradley eutter= 
ing in one weighty Parmenidean phrase the burden and the 

_ underlying assumption of his whole philosophy ; while dura- 
tion, as we know, is to M. Bergson, in his own words, ‘the _ 


_ very stuff of reality ’.?. The persistence of the problem need oe 


not surprise us if, as Professor Royce says,® ‘any rational pity ees 


_.. decision as between a pessimistic and an optimistic view of 


the world, any account of the relation between God, and — Lal: 
Man, any view of the sense in which the evils and imper fec- a. 


“tions of the universe can be comprehended or Justified, in. oe 


Freee ‘Appearance and Reality, p. 500. So again, Dp. 270, “In any case there ae 
-. isno history Or progress in the Absolute’. ‘ es 


| S ? Creative Evolution, p. 287. 7 
oe * The Wetld and Med Individual, vol. ii, Pp ua, 














ote ee es oe % : Aes pee ae 
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2 ‘brief any y philosophical reconciliation with aoe and ie 


must turn in part upon a distinction between the Temporal | 


and the Eternal, and upon an insight into their unity in 
the midst of their contrast’. ae philosophical position ’, 
says Professor Bosanquet im the same spirit, ‘is definitely 


characterized by the attitude adopted to the course of — 


tine. Pe: . Tha Vs 
| Nothing ® perhaps more courtbie if we eonsites the ie 
fe ames and the omnipresence of the experience of change, 
- than the general refusal of speculative and, it may be added, 
of religious thought, to regard this universal characteristic — 


of human experience as an ultimate pretlicate of reality. 
The phenomenon is all the stranger seeing that, from the 
nature of the situation, it is impossible for us to emancipate 


~ ourselves from the temporal way of thinking and speaking; 


and, consequently, despite our best endeavours, we can 


only “descsibe the supposed timeless or -eternal reality by 
analogies and metaphors borrowed from our time-experi- 
; ence. 


In the latest philosophical encyclopaedia the article 


_ “Eternity’? distinguishes three main senses in which the 
_ term is employed: (1) to denote an unending extent of time, 


(2) te denote that whieh is essentially timeless, and (3) to 


- denote that which includes time but somehow transcends it? 
_ The first is the popular idea, taking its stand onthe ordinary 
ee conception of time without trying to transform it in any 
way, but simply extending it quantitatively—adding more 

: time at both ends. The helplessness with which this end- = 
less progress and regress afflicts the mind, the contradictions 

in which it involves us, if it is offered as a final statement se 


1 Value and Destiny, of the Individual, p. “ot. a a ae 
uf — By Professor J. S . Mackenzie in Dr. Hastings's Bresclopaedia of Ces 

- Religion and Ethics. | SE 
ae Similarly, Det. McTaggart nites: ae ‘distinct’ senses : “to. denote. ee 
unending time, to denote the timelessness of truths, and to denote ther eo 
timelessness of existences ’ (in an article on ae e Relation #7 Time eand cee oe 
ae Etemity ; Mind, N, 3. Vol. xviii, p.  343)- | a ae 
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apes Of. the afte ge existence, ‘have led many siilcebphers to 
insist on the essentially timeless nature of reality. They: 
- speak as if the time-view of the world were a pure illusion, - 
embodying no characteristic feature of the universe, and | 
therefore simply to be set aside in any attempt at an ulti-. 
mate statement. But although this may be a natural revul- 
sion frem the popular conception, it is, I propose to argue, _ 
an qver-statement, which i is entirely contrary to sound prin- i 
ciples of interpretation, and which necessarily lands us in 
ya false position. The eternal is not timeless in the sense 
(in which we might say that moral qualities are not spatial _ 
- "magnitudes; the*eternal and the temporal are essentially oe 
‘ correlative conceptions, so that it is only through the char- 
‘acteristic features of time—through some transformation 


‘of these features—that we can form any intelligible con- 
Iception of the eternal. That is the principle of interpreta- 


tion which we have followed throughout. Appearancés are 
“ « . ‘ “a3 
four only clue to the nature of reality. It is in developing _ 


what we find there, not in passing away from it and con- _ oa. 


demning it as illusion, that we may hope to form ‘some | 


conception of an absolute or perfect life. If we adopt the 2.08", 
‘other method, we pass, of necessity, into the region of the 
completely unknown, where we carfonly speak in negatives. ase 


The third sense of the term mentioned by the writer ofthe 
article seems therefore the direction in which we should 


| look for a solution of our difficulties. 


The second sense, absolute timelessness, to which pertiaps cies 





ae the term timeless might be most fitly restricted, covers the oo 
timelessness which is commonly said to. belong to truths, 
OP: laws, or a conceptual system. ‘The knowledge of any. 
ae truth i is, of course, an. eyent in time; it is part of the history oe 
— of some mind. Or, 4, the. contemplation of a system of eee 
truths is supposed to be the occupation in which a divine 
ey) Unnind: realizes its eternal felicity, this activity of contempla-_ a 
ee Bet ny still be distinguished, : as a a mode of existence, > from eee 








VED _TIMELESSNESS OF TRUTH gas. 

‘the content of truth contemplated. The dernletesaniess: of 
truth as a logical content was the discovery of Plato. It 
is the profound thought which inspires his theory of the 
changeless world of Ideas, the world of true Being, as con- 


trasted with the world of things and events, the world of 
_yéveots or “Becoming. ‘ The conceptions through which we 


think things have no part in the mutability which we attrib- 


ute on accUunt of their changes to the things of which the 
qualities are the predicates.’* A sweet thing may become 
sour, or a white thing may become black, but sweetness does 
not become sourness or whiteness blackness. Every concept 

is a meaning timelessly identical with itself and timelessly — 
| related, by relations of contrast or resemblance or otherwise, _ 
to other concepts in the world of knowledge. Here, then, 

we have a world of meanings, related or interconnected with 


one another, possessing a kind of reality, different from the 


_. reality which we attribute to an existent thing or to an 
_ event that happens, but still a reality which we instinctively 


acknowledge, for ‘we all feel certain in the moment in — 





_ which we think any truth that we have not created it for 
the first time; but merely recognized it; it was valid before 


a0 we thought of it, and will continue so without regard to 








any: existence of whatewer kind’. It matters not whether 
it is ever exemplified in the structure of the actual world of. i 
= ever realized i in the thought of a mind. | | | 





This kind of reality modern philosophy ould designate, ce age 


co as. Lotze says, by the term vahdity. The truths, we say, 
Vole dpe, valid, they hold good, and, as. entirely independent Of eee 
se: time, we say they are timelessly or eternally valid: They = = 

: dO: not belong to the world of things. and events; they do eee 
not belong to what we ordinarily All the real world at all. ae 
—-Yet the kind of reality which they possess. is so striking oe 
especially « on its first discovery, that we can sympathetically ore 


























ae ‘utilize fre and throughout this” paragtaph Lotee’s excellent sng ee 





sect of this ideal world in a Logie, F Part, iu, tap. ih a oo ae 
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oe aa Plato’ S descriptions of ihe. world of the Ideas” 
as the world of true reality, in contrast with the world of. 2 

: _ things subject to change. For the changing things seem to 

possess any definite reality only so far as they are clothed — 






‘with one or more of these eternal predicates—jn Platonic 


ae phrase, so far as they participate in the Ideas. It Tay well | 




















be, as Lotze suggests, that Plato’s description of the Ideas 
as possessing no local habitation, as visible ‘only to: the.) 


a mind, as a world of ‘pure intelligence, a heaven beyond the. 2.0" 
heavens, and many other glowing metaphors, were intended oe 
to guard against that very hypostatization of the Ideas as 
actual existences &t substances which became the traditional Moca 
interpretation of Plato’s theory. But besides the dangerous ae 


influence of poetic metaphor upon more prosaic minds, it. 

must be remembered that Plato had only the one term 
Being (ovota or 70 Ov) to express reality of whatever sort. 
It was almost inevitable, therefore, that the two kinds of 
reality should be assimilated—that the Ideas should have 


an existential status conferred on them, and on the other 


hand that the reality at the foundation of the existent world 


should be conceived after the fashion of the timeless validity _ ae 


of truths. Whatever his intention may have been, this, as 


a matter of history, was Plato’s Jegacy to philoséphical ao. 


thought; and M. Bergson is right in pointing out that, im 
spite of Aristotle’s polemic against Plato’s substantiation — 
of the Ideas, his own doctrine of God as a Being apart — 
from the process of the world, defined as a thinking upon 


thought, is simply Plato’s Ideas ‘pressed into each other 









and rolled up into a ball’. ‘The Aristotelian God is the 


: Idea of Ideas or the synthesis of all concepts ina single fe ee 


concept’, and the etegnal divine thinking is conceived 


entirely on the analogy of a timeless system of abstract a 
Seen ot : | a 
As moderns, we may probably best understand the t time- | — potas 


tes * Creative Evolution, 2 339 9 (English translation). 
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jecness which belongs to the notion of meaning?ot validity 


_ by thinking, not of concepts or Ideas, but of truths or laws. 
_ We naturally go for our examples to what are often called 
- necessary truths—the laws of logic or mathematics—which, 


although suggested by observed facts, are recognized as in. 
no way. dependent on such observations. But the induc- 
tively established laws of the physical and other sciences, 


if true at ai, are timeless truths on exactly the same | foot- 


ing. And it may be said that the same holds good of any 


_ proposition whatsoever. It may be only a statement about — 


a particular event, but ‘once true, always true’. Thus, 
as Locke says, ‘Seeing water at this,instant, it is an 
unquestionable truth to me that water doth exist; and 
remembering that I saw it yesterday, it will be Always true 


that water did exist July 10, 1688, as it will also be equally 
true that a certain number of very fine colours did exist, 
_ whith at,the same time I saw upon a bottle of that water ’. 
- But clearly timelessness in this sense is not calculated to 
throw light on what may be meant by eternity, as predicated 
of any concrete experience, and, as we have already seen 
- in another connexion, it was just because Green’s theory 
of an eternal consciousness, based as it was on the logical _ 
analysis of knowledges tended to treat that consciousness _ 
as simply the logical unity of the subject involved in every 

. judgement, or as the ideal. focus of a system of intelligible | 
relations, that we found it impossible to accept this abstract 

ers principle of unity as an eternal or divine Self operative in des 
o))our individual experience. The timelessness of the subject, eee . 
in Green’s theory, is the abstract timelessness of the system 
of relations of which it is, as he says, the ‘medium and 
Ss sustainer ’. _ If, therefore, we wert free to fix our ownter- 
“minology, it would, as I have already suggested, be better 
to restrict the predicate timeless to the world of truth as 
- Jogic conceives it, and, in speaking of the concretely realy 
a » ernploy. the ®, apposed’ but, as it may berber | be shown, bees ee 
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en A pobign torreative conceptions of the temporal and the ; | 


na : eternal. 





The irene meaning 6h the etetnal: is, 6B: course, Sak 


ey a that of the timeless, but that which lasts or endures through 




























; time. An: the grand old English word, it is the everlasting; . ; 
et or, in the Latin phrase, it is thé permanent, that which os, 





‘remains’ while other things ‘change and pass’. Eternal, 


ee aoicemus, is, by etymology, age-long. And, ‘Gpolatly, all. é : 
_ these terms are originally applied, not in the strict sense of 
lasting through all time, but in a superlative and honorific 


sense, as compared with human measures by. years and gens. oS oe 
erations. So weeread of ‘the everlasting hills ’ ; and these 


old phrase seems not out of place, although we know that 


Ve a they are subject to a perpetual transformation through er 
oo aature’s agencies of frost and sun and rain. 


The hills are shadows and they flow .- °. 
From form to form, and nothing stands; 
They melt like mist, the solid lands, 

Like clouds they shape themselves and go. 


But whether lasting an immensely long time, or being 
literally without beginning or end, our original conception .  . 


of the eternal plainly has its roots f our temporal eXperi-— 


ence. Yet when we look more closely, it is equally plain 
i that the meaning - of the term is not exhausted—in | fact. | oe 
ms does not primarily consist—in the idea of mere continuance Pog Atte 
or the indefinite prolongation of existence. | Such.a merely alton 


quantitative eternity adds nothing of worth or dignity fOr 
the thing in question. It belongs by hypothesis 40: the — cee 
physical elements, and it might belong to the most casual 
and indifferent of their combinations. But the term eternal HA a ota 
es and its equivalents are charged with emotional value; and 
Gf we consult the language of religion in order to discover 


the source of that value, we find that what i is expressed i is the 


indestructible confidence OF the _worehipees, i in 1 the .pertna a 
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~ nence a the divine Canmee afd in the constaitey of the 
divine purpose of righteousness as revealed in the govern- 
ment of the world. God is ‘the Father of lights, with whom 
is no variableness, neither shadow: of turning ’; it is his — 
. righteousness, his truth, and above all, his Saree: which 
| ‘endureth for ever’. This is the ‘ living will’? which binds © 
: past and future together | in the unity of a single omnipotent eos 
| purpose, attwhich therefore i in a sense transcends such,dis-_ ; 
_ tinctions. The generations arise and pass away—all flesh i . j 
as grass— but the word of the Lord endureth for ever’, 
_ And even when the term is applied to physical objects, as : i 
the hills, it is not, I think, the idea of passive continuance 
which we wish to express, so much as the feeling they in- 
: spire of steadfast power to resist the disintegrating agencies 
of the seasons and the years. 
ee Such being the original associations of the term, an 
analysis of our actual time-experience may probably help 
us towards a truer view of the antithesis we are considering. 
_ Many, perhaps most, arguments on the subject are based 
_ on the conception of absolute or‘mathematical time. Now, 
~ mathematical time—‘ duration in itself’, as Locke called 
Has dbenIS one as going on in one constant equal uniform 
| course ; ~ itis, in fact, the abstraction of meré succession—a 
| _ system of positions in which we can arrange events as before | 
OF after one another. This pauseless flow is conceivedasa ms 
- suecession of instants ; but the mathematical instant has itself. a ‘ 
no duration, just as the mathematical point ofthe geometer 
os commonly. defined as possessing no spatial magnitude. EASE 
Both are ideal or limiting conceptions: ‘philosophers’, Reid 
tells us, “give. the name of the present to that indivisible ee 
"point df time which divides the futu?e from the past’, But 
ue Just 2 as sit | is s impossible to regard the’ line « or the surface as eee AL 









ed ‘oO living will, that shalt andure® 
Poe all: that s seems shall suffer shock: ee 
cee Sm Me emoriam, CXXXL ee 
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ea sum ‘ofienct points, so it is. impossible to construct the 
consciousness of real. time out of the succession of such i 
a timeless. units. In fact, if we follow out the conception (oa: 

its: logical results, the Present, which we otherwise think — 

of as ‘ the living present ’, interposed between a past which : 
- * no longer exists and a future’ whose existence*has not yet. = 

eos ~ begun, , is itself deprived of factual reality, and the whole - 

oe real content of experience disappears. ee 


7 e 


| ‘Out past is elead forgot, 
Our present is and is not, 
Our future ’s a sealed seed-plot, 
oo And what betwixt them are we? 1 


The alice psychology did, in - point es fact, ee : 


. 2 derive our consciousness of time or duration from the 
succession of. ideas or mental states, regarded as discrete oe 
| events, no one of which possesses duration in itself. ~Thus 


Locke tells us that, if it were possible for a waking man to 


keep only one idea in his mind without variation and the 
succession of others, the perception of duration would be 


‘quite lost to him’, as much so as it is in sound sleep ; 


though, with characteristic honesty, he returns to. ‘tell us | 
that in point of fact, he does not_himself think this feat 
is possible.’ Reid thas no difficulty in demonstrating the 
os impossibility of deriving a consciousness of duration from _ 
the succession of non-durational units. If, as Locke seems 
- to say, it is the intervals between the ideas which yield us 
the consciousness,” then the intervals between the first 
wo idéa and the. second and the intervals between any two 
— subsequent ideas (although, according to the hypothesis, 
oe : no succession of ideas fakes s Blace i in L such an | interval) as 3 


2 D. G. Rossetti “The. ‘Cloud Confines 
* Essay, Il. 14. g.and 13. 


ae | **The distance between any parts OF thiat § succession, or Z between he es 
ee appearance of any two ideas i in our minds, i is s what we call duration.’ Pe 











Rw “DURATION | AND SUCCESSION aay 


| each of dice possess suvation for the tnind. Otherwise we 
: should be asked to believe that the multiplication of nothing ng 
may produce a definite quantity. ‘I conclude, therefore,’ — 
he says, ‘that there must be duration in every single interval — 
_ or element of which the whole duration is made up. Noth- 
ing, indeed, is more certain than that every elementary part 
_ ief duration must have duration, as every elementary part of — 
extension must have extension. . .. We may measure dura- _ 
tion by the succession of ieaehts in the mind, as we _ 
‘measure length by inches or feet; but the notion or idea 
of duration must be antecedent to the mensuration of it, as 
the notion of length is antecedent to its eing measured.’ * 
But Reid appears still to cling to the idea of a succession 
of non-durational units, separated from one another by 
_ blocks of duration in which no events take place and in 
which, therefore, no succession is perceived. In other 
words, our experience is treated as consisting of discrete 
units of content (perceptions or ideas) separated from one 
_ another by periods of completely empty time. But empty 
time—a time in which nothing happens—is a conceptual 
Essays on the Intellectual Powers, Essay Ill, chap. v. In spite of 
this excellent conclusion, Reid’s own doctrine is not entirely free from 
the confusion which he censuges, for he still treats our perceptions (as 
well as what Locke calls idea% of reflection) as momentary in the mathe- 
- matical sense. He concludes, accordingly, that, ‘if we speak strictly and 


philosophically, no kind of succession can be an object either of the » 
senses or of consciousness [i.e. Locke’s reflection] ; because the opera- 














tions of both are confined to the present point of time, and there can be 


no succession in a point of time... . Hence it is easy to see that, though - 






‘in common language we speak with perfect propriety and truth when we _ oe ene 
gay that we see a body move and that motion is an object of sense, yet 
- when, as philosophers, we distinguish accurately the province of sense ue 


from that of memory, we can no more see what is past, though but a 


ce moment ago, than we can remember what i is present; so that, speaking ; ee 


ae philosophically, it is only by the aid of memgry that we discern motion ae 





or any succession whatever. We see the present place of the body, we 










remember the successive advance it made to that place; the firstcanthen = ae 


ae only give us a conception of motion when joined to the last.’ CE. per ions Pe Eee 
_ “contra, Mr. Wildon Carr’s masterly treatment of this very phenomenon, Seeing le oes 
‘the sensation of movement’, in his address to the Aristotelian Society’ fe 


on ‘ ‘The Moment of Experience ’ drones JOO 
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Vs io enced content. And: the content, though parts: of it atel 
— punctudted by a more vivid interest, is not to be conceived: _ 


in its progress, constitutes the concrete reality of time—the - 
durée réelle which M. Bergson so impressively expounds. — 
‘Duration’, as he vividly puts it, ‘is the continuous prog-— 
ress of the past which gnaws into the future and Which 
swells as it advances.’* And, as he goes on to argue, time 


jife and of self-conscious existence. 


He yee abstraction which: has: no place i in real experience. Form fs . 
without. matter nowhere exists. oA completely. empty time vs 
would be simply. equivalent: to the suspension or stand- 
still of time. Our actual consciousness of time and its lapse ae 
a aS entirely dependent on the continual change of, the experi- oe 


as ae series of illuminated points from one {© another OL ee 

which we stride, so to speak, across an interval of darkness. 

‘The content is a moving and gradually changing whole. 

_ The change is in the strictest sense ceaseless and continu | 

- ous—a continuot$ flow or melting of one moment into the ee 
next. This movement, of which we are directly conscious 


as it thus reveals itself in experience, is the very essence of aoe 


The continuous and ‘ overlapping’ character of conscious 

~ experience, as well as our direct apprehension of the tem- > 

. poral relations involved, is emphasfaed by recent psyehology Pigs 
ov tn its doctrine of ‘the specious present’ or the ‘span. bce 

= consciousness. William James’s statement of the doctrine — eo 
ae on his Principles of Psychology i 1S probably the best known, cate el 
: oe buts within the last few months the position has been very we 
ae ably r re-stated and defended by Mr. Wildon Carr in hiss: 

‘es paper: on ‘The Moment of Experience’. * ‘The practically Boe 
- cognized present’, says James, ‘is no knife-edge, but a 


: - gaddle-back with a ceftain breadth of its own on ‘which oe : 








we sit, perched, and from which we look in two directions 
. into time. The unit of composition | of our, perception of. 





time i is a a duration, with a bow and stern, as it were—a. rear- ee 





ah oe Creative Evolution, PB Pe ole an ey he he 
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ward and a forward ooking end. ‘It is only as parts of this | 
_ duration-block that the relation of succession of one end to 
| the other is perceived. We do not first feel one end and 
then feel the other after it, and from the perception of the 
succession jnfer an interval of time between, but we seem 
to feel the interval of time as a whole with its two ends 



















and eae of them oe : time-coefficient from “ not- 
yet” or “ not-quite-yet ” to “ just-gone” or “gone” as it 
‘passes by ~ Meanwhile the specious prégent, the intuited 
duration, stands permanent, like the rainbow on fhe water- 
fall, with its own quality unchanged by the everits that 
- stream through it. Each of these, as it slips out, retains 
_ the power of being reproduced. Please observe, however, 
that the reproduction of an event, after it has once com- 
pletely dropped out of the rearward end of the specious 
present, is an entirely different psychic fact from its direct 
perception in the specious present as a thing immediately 
- past. A creature might be entirely devoid of reproductive 
7 memory, and yet have the time-sense; but the latter would 
bee: be limited, in his casa,” to the tem seconds immediately 
es ’ _ passing by”? 






























ot Principles of Psychology, vol. i, pp. foo10. 


sensation. of a. luminous point. ‘By every criterion of sensation the line | 


“the Phiesoplical Rene Mareh, Tol 


‘imbedded in it.’+ ‘ The content of the duration thus “steadily oa 
_ perceived is*in a constant flux, events dawning int» its” — 
forward end as fast as they fade out of its rearward one, 


 * Tbid., pp. 630-1. Similarly, Mr. ‘Carr, dealing with our Serceston. of , | 
the luminous line described. by a falling star, repudiates the explanation | fe ean ue 
of the line as a fusion of quite recent memory-images with the actual 


a - : is. ‘SENSE, not memorized. ‘The whole series 18: within the moment of . oe oe 

. _ experience and therefore a present sensation. A point or instant is not. pe 

‘past because it is before another which is Present, nor is it present On ee 

- when the preceding member of the series ig not present. Tt is presente. 0f 2 ee 
while it remains within the moment of experience....The moment of 

. ‘ ne ‘experience has within it no distinction of past and present, buteit bag eee es 

| _ within it the distinction of before and after. The limit of its duration eS 

-is where memory takes the place of sensation.’ I would refer also toe 

~ Professor McGilvary’s article on ‘ Time and the Experience of Time’: in eae 
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i Our primitive and basal experience of time is thus charac- | 


terized by a togetherness of parts or elements which lifts us a | 
above the aspect of mere succession, exclusively emphasized — i 


in the older accounts : as when Locke describes duration as 
 €perishing distance, of which no two parts exist together, 
put follow each other in succession °.’ ‘In contrast with 
~ tempordl experience, conceived as pure sucegssion, the. 


—__ ologtans have described the nature of the divifie knowledge 7 
asa totum simul, an intuition in which the human distinc- 
~ tions of past and future disappear in an eternal present. But — 


4 ® 


if this is to be accepted as an indication of the meaning of 
eternity, it is cl€Ar from what has been said of the real — oe 
nature of our time-consciousness that the contrast between — 
human and divine knowledge is not a sheer or absolute 
contrast between the mere stccessiveness of mutually exclu- 
sive moments and the compresence of all these moments | 
ina single experience. For it cannot be too strongly empha- 
sized that the experience of succession itself would be impos- 
sible if the successive items were not directly apprehended | 
together as stages of a single process, parts within a single © oe 
whole of duration. In the compresence which is thus an 
essential feature of our consciousness of time we therefore > 
already realize, though doubtless on an infinitesimdl scale,“ 
the nature of an eternal consciousness. ‘In principle,”.as. 
Professor Royce says, “we already possess and are 
acquainted with the nature of such a consciousness, when- 
ever we do experience any succession as one whole’? And | 


the principle is not affected by the narrow limits of our 
human span. ‘ A thousand years in thy sight are butas yes 
 terday when it is past, and as a watch. in the night’, Itis 

Heston Sins possible, on the basis ef our own experience, to imaginea 
consciousness to which the whole content of time is known — oy 
at once in the same way in which a finite being knows the — 
“gpecious presente) 0 oe Ge ee 
The World and the Individual, vol. i, p. 142 
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eee Royce has laid great stress on this sfmilarity of | 
) structure—this anticipation, as it may be termed, of the ~ 
eternal in the temporal. And sometimes he seems to say 
that the difference between the two modes of consciousness 
consists simply. in their difference of span. ‘The eternal 
insight’, we read for example, ‘ observes the whole of time 
and all that happens therein, and is eternal only by virtue of 
the fact tha» it does know the whole of time.’ ! But, it is 
clear that if the totwm simul means no more than this, it is 
not enough. We clearly do not mean by an eternal con- 
sciousness one which simply contemplates the world as a 


series of events, but is somehow able tos¢nclude the whole 


series in its span. Such a consciousness could not be said in 
any important sense to transcend time; for, regarded simply 
as events that happen, the perceived content possesses no 


internal unity which would permit of its being grasped as 


a whole. ,The very defect of the temporal order, as merely 
temporal, is the inherent absence of unity and totality—the 
completely inorganic level at which its contents remain; and 


in an eternal consciousness this defect is supposed to be 


corrected or overcome. But a consciousness which is merely 


a totum simul would be no better than an epiphenomenon 


or accompaniment of g&e endless succession. Or, as Pro- 
- fessor Bosanquet puts it, we should have ‘only a fixed 
_ panorama of exactly the same occurrences which form a 


. ~ diorama. for the man who goes through them’? The real 


intention of. Professor Royce’s argument must be gathered, a. 
‘therefore, from the alternative wording he more usually a 


- employs—to know the process ‘as a whole ’—and by the eee 


: of - illustration, to. which he constantly recurs, of the musical — Pe 
re phrase c or melody. ‘For here we are ‘Sealing, 1 not simply. with ca 





ok ae as mere seedy awareness of the detail of existence.’ 


Abid pe 













2 Individuality aad Value, Dp. 388 CAppenidiny.” CE Taylor, Elements “ ee 


a oe of Metaphysics, p. 264: ‘The direct insight. of the Absolute Experience - RA 





ae into its own internal meaning or structure cannot be adedaately, thought a ae 










































musical meaning, enables us to isolate the elementary con- 


exclusive moment of conceptual or physical time. In the 


or value. 


: Easy longer « or * chowten succession of sounds, but with’ a ces 
which is significant and in a proper sense a whole; and 
sik! although: the successive order is an essential factor in the 

ae result, the consciousness of the melody as an aesthetic fact, 
‘ory: for the matter of that, the perception of the meaning OL sare 
any sentence, is an immediate perception different in kind ee 
from that in which we contemplate a series of events. These 
- notes.of the melody succeed one another in time, and the = 
sentence is resolvable into separate words, and these. again on 
into syllables, no one of which co-exists, as a physical fact, 
with any other. Yet it is, in truth, only subsequent reflection os 
~ of ascientific kindwhich, abstracting from the intellectual or 


stituent sounds as successive events, occupying each its 


consciousness of such a significant whole, therefore, we | 
have an example of a consciousness which may, be called 
eternal, not in the sense of a maximized consciousness of 
time, but as an apprehension different in type, in which 
the temporal facts appent simply as the vehicle ofa meaning a 
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- Moreover, it is only fair to remember that the epiphenoene a 

_ enal or purely ‘ spectator ’ theory efifirely misrepresents the ae 
nature even of finite consciousness. No consciousness falls 
asunder into a series of events that simply pass in time, any 
_ more than time itself can be resolved into a series of discrete 
or mutually exclusive instants. Past, present, and future are) 
-- not to be conceived as separate sections ofaline,orasifthey = 
were lengths cut off an unwinding ribbon, related to one 

| another merely as different and mutually exclusive sections 
08 an impersonal sequenge. Time is not an element i in which a 
consciousness passes, ora procession which passes. ‘before! )05 
consciousness; it is simply, the abstract. form of the living fa 


4 movement which constitutes the reality of conscious life. | STE 
there: is canyting t that. a sound t peycholony 1 teaches oe, it fe 2 
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the essentially conative structure of that life. And i in cona- 
tion or active striving g, past, present, and future are organi- | 
cally related to one another in the unity of a single experience. 
Activity, as I am now using the term, is the characteristic 
* of the living and the consciqus being alone; any application 
of the term, or any transference of its associations, to the 
happening x8 of physical nature and the causal relations be- 


tween one phenomenon and another is rightly brandgd as 


_anthropomorphism. In the older psychology (as well as in _ 
some more recently fashionable psychologies) physics may 


_ be said to have revenged itself for this intrusion; forinthese 


- systems our mental experience is construeted out of the in-— 
terplay of static entities, called sensations, percepts, images, 
 etc., conceived as the ‘ objects’ of a consciousness which is 
- simply an eye beholding their evolutions. The temptation 

so to conceive the mental life is naturally strongest in — 

dealing with perspective or specifically intellectual proc- 
esses; but to yield to it is to forget that, regarded thus 
statically, these facts or objects are only convenient abstrac-. 
_ tions from a concrete process which has its active basis in 
the facts of interest and attention. Mental experience is, 
in every phase of it, a process; and that process is not an’ 
impersonal movement gr flow, but a movement towards an 


end of some sort. The facts of life and of mind cannot be 


truly described, in short, except teleologically, that isto say, 
a . as activity directed. towards some end, To speak of end or Soe 









































me purpose is to employ too developed and too complex terms, — Lane 


if we are supposed to intend by them an object of desire es 








) clearly conceived and deliberately pursued. The end. may : fae 
“be tthe: creature rather than consciously present to. it: 
— -Hente conation—a term wide enotigh to include a striving’... Lie, 


which may be almost blind—is possibly better adapted even oe 

: aoe than the term activity. to express | what i is meant, viz. that ato a ae 
: every point the process of consciousness is interpretable Ag cf SK 
ey a self-directed movement. towards some : end, and « can 1 be 
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eo - intellgibly interpreted in no Stothee way. Tian and its direc- a 
as <- ton-are, as it were; the transcript. of this movement; in it 
they. acquire a concrete significance. The future towards*: 
- which 1 man’s face is set is primarily the end towards which 
he strives, but which is not yet. within his grasp, | “As soon = 
oeceas itis grasped or ‘enjoyed, it becomes the starting-point of = 
anew pursuit and so recedes into the past. Thewordsof 
the Apostle describing his own attitude of moral endeavour | a 
“are,” in fact, an apt description of this universal aspect 9b 
human experience—‘ forgetting those things which are be- 
“hind, and reaching forth unto those things which are before’. . 
The consideratien of Time has thus brought us back tothe 
idea of Purpose or End, and it will be remembered that it = 
was precisely the difficulties connected with that idea, as 
an ultimate category of explanation, that led to our present 


analysis. I cannot but think that the compass we have thus 
fetched carries with it an instructive moral. Purpose*was 
condemned as essentially a-temporal category. Thisis true, 
but the relation of the two terms is now reversed, for pur- — 


_ posive activity is seen to be the concrete reality of which 
_ time is merely the abstract form. Time isthe abstractionof = 
unachieved purpose or of purpose on the way to achieve- 
ment. Now, if this is so, it seems ctgtain that an inteHigible | 
-- meaning of eternity will be found, not by abandoning the 
idea of purpose, but by following it out. The eternalviewof 
: ab time-process is not the view of all its stages simultaneously, io ae 
ep but the view of them as elements or members of a oases eae 
sees purpose, Then only can we be said to seethem‘asawhole’, 
As we have so often had occasion to observe, this trade 
oe ~ seendence of mere succession is exemplified in every appli- 
cation of the idea of growth or development. The i impossi- 
vb _ bility which we experience of explaining later phases | of such oe is 
ee process exhaustively by. reference to the earlier i is a proof oe 
_ that there is more in the process than appears at any given 
ae stage: ‘The burden ofo our first s series s of lectures sinay | de said a a 
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: 6 fave a the exposure of the so-called scientific explana- 

_ tion, which seek the whole cause of a complex effect in cer- 
tain: simpler temporal antecedents, and, by pursuing this 


‘illusory quest from stage to stage, eventually arrives at the 
- physical scheme of. moving particles as the reality of the 


universe. We feel that such an analysis offers no explana- 


tion of what was the very point to be explained, the differ- _ 
‘ence between one stage and another, the growth in richness 
and complexity, the increment of being, so to speak, as we © 
_ pass from the lower to the higher. And that is why we pass 
_ from the mechanical to the teleological mode of explanation. | 
In so doing we may be said to supplemens the causality of 
| the past by the causality of the future, explaining the evolv- 
ing subject not only by what it has been, but, still more vitally, 
by what it is not yet, but is on its way to become. This we 
call the Idea or the End realized in the process. The nature 
_ of the Idea or End is, of course, only gradually disclosed in 
the course of the process, and can be fully or positively 
known only at its conclusion ; so that it does not enable us, in 
the case of a subject still evolving, to predict the nature of 
|. the future stages. It was, in fact, just the unpredictableness 
| of the later stages from the standpoint of the earlier that — 
| . drove us to this teleological mode of explanation. We are — 
oa wise, as it were, after the event; and from the standpoint of __ 
the later stage we think of the earlier as containing in itself = 
. the potentiality of all that actually followed upon it, although 
_' no analysis of the earlier by itself is capable of making the _ ae 
“e "presence: of the later in the earlier palpable to us. s = Fe: 
But to think of the End as performed or prefigured in ihe Pi 
hea beginning, and to think of it as operative while still an 
unrealized idea in the future, are both unsatisfactory modes 
of statement due to our human position in mediis rebus, 
in the middle of an uncompleted process. The fact with et 
which we are faced is the breakdown of causal explana- FNS oo 
tion through the antecedent i in Sime ‘But to > being in oe ne RE SEND 
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future, as 1 telcsbooie seems to do, to make geod the defects of a 
the past, is Teally an imperfect. way of saying that we are 
 Gealing with a systematic whole, and that the complete 
/ pene or, in the technical language of logic, the ground 
ok any phenomenon i is to be foynd only in the nature of that 
| oe system | or whole. As Professor Taylor well puts. it, ‘The a 
| succession of stages is welded into a unity, by. the singleness ee 
of the plan or law which they embody. The eeries: of suc 
i cessive, states which make up the history ofa ‘thing are the “ 
expression of the thing’ S nature or,structure. To understand eae 
’ the thing’s structure is to possess the key to the. succession mts ge 
_ of its states. . .-e It is evident that in proportion as our 
_ knowledge of any thing or system of things approaches this” ne 
_|| insight into the laws of its structure, the processes of change 

' acquire a new meaning for us. They lose their appearance 

of paradox and tend to become the self-evident expression of 
the identity which is their underlying principle Change, 
once reduced to law and apprehended as the embodiment in 
succession of a principle we can updcretand, is no lenges | 
change as an unintelligible mystery.’ ' ee 
But if time may be said to be thus transcended in the idea pa: 
of a teleological process as an organic whole, words like 

‘Jaw’ or ‘plan’, ‘structure’ or ‘ sfgtem ’, must not mislead rey 

_us into thinking of the whole as timeless in the sense which : 

we began by discarding, that is to say, as an abstract logical oo 
content. This sense, we decided, could have no meaning BB 
- applied to reality, for reality must be an experience fot. aes 
theorem. As the Eleatic ‘Stranger exclaims in the S$ ophist, ee 
when brought face to face with the blank eternity of the 
& - concept, “Can we ever be made to believe that motion ‘ands ce 

s life and soul and mind are not present. in absolute Being’ Lovee . 
ne Can we imagine Being to be devoid of life and mind, andto : 

remain a venerable, holy, mindless, unmoving fixture??? 
Movement, activity, process, is for us the very. differentia of 
i Bo 1 Sophist, 249. eee 
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concrete reality on ihe abstractions of science or of logic: 


and therefore, so far as this involves time, time must be 
retained in any conception we can form of an Absolute — 


Experience. The ‘eternal act’ by which the universe subsists 


can only be thought of by us as process continually renewed ; 


and although, to the synoptic view, the end cannot be on es 
rated from the beginning, as it is to the finite individual 
within the process, the type of experience suggested 15 not — 


one in which the stages are viewed side by side as ina fixed 
picture, but one in which the whole is felt in every part, and Q 


every part is real as an element in the whole. 
Hence it is, I think, that the analogy ofa work of art—a_ 
great drama or story—often seems to bring us nearest to 


what we feel must be the truth. For here, too, there is no 
such thing as a detached event, a mere present. In a great 


tragedy everything that happens is organic to the whole; 


_ the dction which passes on the stage at any moment depends 
for its significance on all that has gone before, and we fore- 
_ feel in it the future issues which are being decided. When 
we read or witness a play for the first time, and the course 
of the action is unknown to us, this sense of the solidarity 
ae of the whole, the prescience of an immanent destiny working 
i itself cut in individual sg@nes—in a word or a glance—natur- 
ca ally, g grows as we proceed, and reaches its maximum. of 
a intensity as we approach the close. The infinite pathos, OE. 
ee — Othello i is all uttered in the parting cry, ‘No way but this’, 
eget But in the case of Greek tragedy, where the legendary basis ae 
was familiar to the spectators, or in the case of any modern 

masterpiece where the end and the outline of the plot. are oe ge 
es known to us beforehand, this perception of the meaning of. ees 
the whole as articulated in the indivigual incidents is present = 
~o-to the reader or the spectator of the piece, from the very Outs 

an And the s sare pe is true when 1 we hear the Opening ce ne 
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ok > prophetic, as. it: were, ee all the. thought and emotion that j is 








to follow. The former case, where the End is gradually oe 


: disclosed. to us—divined by us—as we proceed, represents _ 


ee our. human, finite attitude towards the future; the second, 
eS which: may be supposed to reproduce that of the original 
poet or composer, is perhaps the nearest analogue we have 

to the divine apprehension of the temporal. What is com- 
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 mon,to both is the perception of the meaning as ‘resident i in 


: the whole, and the impossibility, therefore, of taking any ie 
on stage by itself, even the last. In,reading the last scene of — 
a tragedy, or as we move towards the close of some great — 


= poem, we feel perhaps more profoundly than in any other — 


way the truth of Hegel’s well-known saying that the Endis 


not something that can exist, or can be understood, by itself. 
For art, as for philosophy, the End is inseparable from the 
process of its accomplishment. The End is not the final 
stage which succeeds and supplants its predecessors ;*it is 
the meaning or spirit of the whole, distilled, as it were, into 3 
each individual scene or passage. : 
The same principle applies to the history of a life. Toi 
take it as ‘ pure history ’ is to rob it of all significance. We — 


involuntarily regard it as the unfolding of a specific nature, ee 


the moulding of a mind and character in the play of eircum- 


i stance or the stress of passion. We regard it, in the phrase ee 


so often used already, as the making of a soul. The external 


observer can but dimly apprehend the stages and the factors ne 


a ‘in the drama, his interest and his insight being alike super- o 


~ ficial; but even he can appreciate to some extent the quality a 


Ln oF the product. Oftenest, perhaps, under the transfiguring 
oe touch, of death, does the informing spirit ofa beloved 1 life— a 
OES Sts “idea 4, as Shakespeafe calls it "stand revealed, lighting ae 

ee up the significance of individual acts or sayings, half-for- : 


: The reference is to the beautiful lines in Much Ado about N Vothing ee 


The idea oF ‘her life shall sweetly creep 
Into hig. jstuidy of maginabons. . 


ee arene i a 
















5 a 1é “The shape and colour of a. mind and.t life’. “(Tennyson Blaine). 


is eee THE IDEA . oF ALIFE ce aes - 


gotten, as glimpses ofa single Soul So, but far*more inti- 


mately, we may conceive a human mind and life to be 
realized as a divine idea or an individual purpose in the 

- Absolute. #F ar more intimately, for to the tenderest finite — 
sympathy the ‘ idea’ must retain much of the abstractness - 
of a constriction from the outside; but whatever independ~ — 

_ ence of will we may attribute to the creature, we cannot 
think of him, jn relation to the creative and informing Spirit, 


as dwelling i in an inaccessible sphere of hisown. ‘ All things : 


are naked and opened unto the eyes of him with whom we > 
thhave to do,’ The divine idea of ‘a mind and life’? would — 
therefore be the very life itself, experierced as significant — 


because experienced as a whole, and, what is more, as part 
of the meaning of the all-inclusive whole. : 
- Somewhat in this fashion we may perhaps conceive that 


the time-process is retained in the Absolute and yet tran- 
scended. Retained in some form it must be, if our life ex- 
perience is ‘not to be deprived of all meaning and value. The 
temporal process is not simply non-existent from the Abso- 


lute point of view; it is not a mere illusion, any more than 


the existence of the finite world, of which, indeed, it is the 
_ characteristic form and expression. I have urged consist- 
ently i im these later lectuses that the existence of that world 
- must represent a necessity of the divine nature and must — 
eee possess a value for the divine experience. Hence the time- 
~ process must enter somehow into that experience. pi 
_ It may be objected that, in the view suggested, time really ee 
vanishes altogether in the Absolute. The characteristic fea- ce 
tures of a life in time are the ‘ not yet’ and the ‘no more ’ a 
and for these there i is no 10 place i ina complete expetietice.’ As ea eee 


| And every ~tpuély organ of Wer life 
_. Shall come apparell’d in more precious habit, | 
- More moving delicate, and full of life, 
Into the eye and prospect of his soul,. 
Than when she lived indeed. » 
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(Ogee MecGilvary urges? : The: “Hineconder: in sibich ° 
experienced events stand is an order into which they come. 
Now the Absolute experiences the order in which events 
ee stand ; but it fails to experience anything as novel or to feel 

Ly any “loss. “Into. the all-inclusjve present of. the. Absolute : 
229 nothing can: enter: everything is already there. His time — 
is therefore untimed time. The very entirety of his vision | 

ol detemporalizes what he sees. . . . To look forward with — 


our eyes for the first blush of dawn after our sorrows have ue 
endured through a long night; to watch by the bedside. at: 
a friend, sick it may be unto death, and have our hearts rise 


which for‘all of us the experience of time culminates. . ‘The 
Absolute can have no inkling of what lies on the inside of 
such experiences. To see all at once is to fail to feel the 
temporal sequence as genuinely temporal.’ But’ however 
poignantly we may feel the truth of such a passage, we must. 


the situation: 
We that are not all, 


As parts, can see but parts, now this, now that, 


One act a phantom of successtat : thus oa 
Our weakness somehow shapes the shadow, Time. 


HE bated breath or to stand on tiptoe of expectation ; to strain 


and. fall with each unforeseen turn—such are the crises in 


- remember that just such a contrast is a necessary result a oe 





And live, perforce, from thought to thought, aa make ae 


- - But it is an unreasoning procedure to seek to tran 3 fer. this 
attitude to a universal Spirit. We must conceive, cand We ose 
“oe ean in some sense understand, the temporal process asa : 

necessary condition of the existence of partial minds, to. Ke 


which: their content has to be communicated, which have _ : 
to be made, or to make themselves, in commerce with the 08 & 
res mighty, whole. Time, f in such a view, ‘becomes an appear- haa 














inclusive’ view oft the ‘contents aes time. Cae eS 


a ance | incident. to their partial nature. ‘Time (and space) are ee 
eae ‘Time and the Experience of Time,’ Philosophical Review, vol. xxiii, oF oS 
D. 144. Professor McGilvary’s. criticism is perhaps directed more par- 
ticularly against Professor Royce’ $ view of Sternity 6 as S merely. an aes Ss 









































xv THE CONTAINING EXPERIENCE | 36500 
to be regarded, in short, as the princibia iid asnones the 
forms of finite individuation, but as somehow transcended 


in the ultimate Experience on which we depend. Philoso- 


_phers sometimes speak as if we could ourselves transcend 
these conditions. The mind, it is said, is not in space, and 
as knowing” succession, ae thinkers like to speak of it as — 
‘itself timeless. But although the philosopher may constitute 
himself, in Plato’s phrase, spectator of all time and all 
_ existence, his timelessness or spacelessness is only in a man- 
ner of speaking; for he views all time from his own ‘ Now’ 
and all space roti the ‘Here’ of his own body. It is his _ 
anchorage to a definite ‘here’ and ‘ now ’,that makes him a_ 
creature of time and place, that shapes his view of the world © 


for him, and makes him incapable of realizing*any other 


experience except as an abstract suggestion, or at most as a 


divination. In our attempts at description it is a case, as 


St. Augustine says, vel nosse ignorando vel ignorare no- 
—scendo. But it does not follow, as Professor McGilvary sug- 
gests, that the containing experience is without ‘an inkling _ 
~ of what lies on the inside’ of the doing and suffering of the - 
creatures of time. The author also knows the end from the 
beginning, at least in the sense that the ground-plan of his. 
story and its conclusion stand before him, so that he con- 
_ templates all the actions of his characters as steps in a des- 
ea tiny; yet he must himself feel, and make the reader enter — 
into, the temporal outlook of his figures ateachcrisisoftheir = = 
oo fate. And if it be objected that this is intelligible because oc 
the author i is himself, like the characters he creates, a creature: ae 
or time, it may be retorted that it is everywhere the mark of oe 
the higher and wider experience to comprehend the lower!se to eee 
and n&srower, whereas the contraryeis excluded by the Nery ey 

: : nature’ of the case. So the human” intelligence. can appre- oe 
ciate the dumb strivings of the animal mind,*or.a parent 20 ee 
ean: sympathize with the ephemeral joys. and sereaecning oy 
| sorrows sof his child. hace we not extend the analogy Aa 






































“LECTURE XIX 
BERGSONIAN TIME AN DA GROWIN G UN IVERSE | 


een Tine, then, seems one with the existence of the, finite ; and | 
oe sitigueh the experience and the relations ofetime must be 
represented in the infinite Experience, this must be in a way 
- which transcends our human perspective. So we might sum- : 
_ marize the argument of the preceding lecture. It was a | 
ie silent presupposi#on of the argument that. time cannot. be. a 
os taken (in the current phrase) as ultimately real; that is tO Uae 
say, time, ‘with all its implications of development and prog- oe 
ress, is an aspect of facts within the universe,—an aspect of 
central significance, we have contended, but still an aspect 
within the whole—not, as it were, a containing.element in | 
which the Absolute or the All exists, and through which it => 
advances, garnering new being and perfections as it pro- 
ceeds. The idea of an absolute experience in which time is a 
transcended is undoubtedly difficult, and the conception ofa 
growing universe may seem, on a first statement, much  __ 
easier; yet, as often as the conception has presented itself, 
we have set it aside as intrinsically incredible. A finite indi- 
vidual grows by appropriation from its environment—grows, ‘ 
in the last resort, by appropriation of the riches of the 
whole; but we feel that, while we may properly speak of such 
__- processes within the whole, it is-not less than unmeaning to 
Si speak of the whole itself as such a process. Yet that i is what. 43 
Gs supposed to be involved in M. Bergson’s theory, of ‘crea 
nh ~ tive’ evolution, and it 1g ‘certainly the meaning of the” 7 ‘unfine 
aglte - ished universe ’ of William James and other Pluralists. The 4 
s ae calls, therefore, fora more careful | examination | than es 
ome have hitherto given it. oe ee 
We have caret acknowledged t the value of M. . Bergson’ 8 2 
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mental characteristic of conscious life, and as distinguished 
_ 2S from the spatialized time of physical theory and of ordinary - 
reflective thinking, dominated as that is by spatial images. _ 
- We habitually figure the course of time to olirselves under | 


: nog greater contrast than that between the continuity or flow- 
with the conservation of the past in the present—and the 


time, as consisting of separate and mutually exclusive | 
moments arranged in an order of juxtaposition, like the 
parts of a line in space. Thinking of time thus, it is no won- 
der that we cannot see our way through the paradoxes of 
Zeno about the impossibility of movement; for we have con- 
veyed into the fluent moments of time the same immobility 
Poscn sand pew eae which belongs to points of Space and so, as 
Pe Zeno says, ‘the flying arrow isalwaysatrest’. 
— ‘in | his first book, on Time and Free Will, M. Bergson bia 
wo workedout impressively the influence of this spatialized idea — 
of time in producing the peculiar illusion of determinism 
a which represents us as the slaves of our own past, figured as 
Leas — akind of external destiny It is again the image of the line, 
ia - giving: an artificial permanence and externality to the cir- 


exposition of the true nature of durée réelle as the fantas ne 


the image ofa line. But, as M. Bergson insists, there canbe 
. ing of real time—the mutual interpenetration of its parts 


static i image which we construct for ourselves of conceptual 


nee cumstances or actions of the past. But the past has no | 


















ae * Principles of P syhology, vel P. 453. 


Lee operative reality save as fused in the agent’s present, and: wes) 
have no right to transport ourselves in imagination to some 
point in the past and treat our future course of action as 

3 performed or predetermined there. As William James says, _ oe 

‘the whole feeling of reality, the whole sting and excitement — fee 
eof our-yeluntary life, depends on out sense that such things 
are really being decided from one moment to another, and 
that it is not the dull rattling off of a chain that was forged Jes 
ty innumerable ages ago’. But, if we banish the associations se 


igs 4s real at every point. 









it like a fruit overripe °. ‘There is no necessi 


js, in its very idea, free, 
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e have in the self a development which | 


: of the spatial image, W 
‘The self is making itself continually | 


by its own actions, a 
ethical sense required. Hence, as M. Bergson says, the self 


- ‘Tives and develops fil the free action detaches itself from _ 
| ity here torevive 
the idea of the liberum arbitrium, nor does M. Bergson — 
: appear todo so. Itis enough that every act of thoral choice 
the end, however settled 1 in certain courses of actions | 
The ethical point obscured by the 
as Professor Bosanquet — 


~ such to 
he may have become. 
| false conception,ot time is simply, 
expresses if; 
tive in the agent’s choice. It is all gath 
the agent himself.’ Hence, ‘nothing but the agent deter- 


oe a act, and there is no sense in applying to him any 


“must ”’ 
thing is a itis 


nd each of these actions is free in the — ak 


and is recognized by the agent as — - 


‘that nothing past, nothing external, is opera- 
ered up and made into 


“cannot help it ” except in the sense that every: ae 


We are subject és the same spatial illusion in thinking | of | 
the course of the world as a whole. We pro ject the content oF 
of the universe into the past, and conceive all that follows, in. oe 

-James’s phrase, as ‘the dull rattling off of a chain forged ag 
innumerable ages ago '—a kind gf, destiny which the gener- 
ations have to undergo, or a programme which they have to ie 
work out as passive instruments. If we embody this fixed eae 
fate ina mechanical system of material elements and forces, ye oa 
we have the common naturalistic creed ; but it may also take os 


a theological form, as in doctrines of divine predestination oH 


ae "where ‘ ‘the purpose of God’ appears asa‘doom assigned’. 
‘There is also the idealistic form, in which the course of the 



















a world appears as the gre- -determined evolution of eeprinciple 
| Bi . - eternally perfect. and complete. In all these cases, if: the cs 
ioe idea. of complete determination is taken seriously, a paralysis 


tends to, creep over the life of moral effort and: 4 practic 
oe Individuality and Value, Pe 355 ae LE ee 



























ax THE ILLUSION. OF > DETERMINISM 369 


activity: And ‘we may agree ice Bergson thats it is prac- 


tically indifferent whether we. adopt the naturalistic or the 
| teleological alternative, that is to say, whether we regard the 


course of events as predetermined by the collocations of 


brute matter or by some divine Idea. Radigal mechanism _ 

_ and radical finalism (so he célls the two theories) are in this — 
respect at one, that in both, according to his favourite phrase, 
tout est donné, everything is given once for all. Finalismis, 
— in this respect, ‘only inverted mechanism; it substitutes the — 
attraction of the future for the impulsion of the past. But — 


succession remains none the less a mere appearance.’ ? 
And here again, I think, we must agree with Bergson’ S 


= analysis of the illusion, though we may not follow him in all 
_ the consequences which he draws from its rejectgon. If we 


transfer all real action to the past, action in the present 


becomes a hollow show. Our life in the present is no longer 
real; it comes to resemble a dance of marionettes or a proces- 


sion of shadows. But it is the past which is the shadow—a 


a5. shadow cast by our human reflection ; the present alone is 
real, in the sense we are considering, whether we take it, with 
- Bergson, as the growing-point of an advancing reality or as 
the temporal appearance of a reality which is in itself com- 
_ plete and eternal. Actign therefore is real here and now, 
_ whether it is man’s actfon or God’s; all the great issues are 
being really decided. It is wrong to place divine action in’ 
the past or in the future; but it is not, in the same way, 
| ‘wrong | to place it in the present. The past andthe ‘future. oe 
oo are: essentially relative, and indeed negative, conceptions, the.) 
- no-more and the not-yet; but the ‘is’ of the present, if we 6 ne 
take it as we do in action and in all direct experience, isnot 
| infected by the same relativity, agd hence there is in it = 
something: comparable to eternity. If we speak of the eo 
divine activity as an eternal act, that means for us, if We gs 
throw | it, as we ‘must, into. terms of time, an act - which as ee 
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LoS being accdmplished now, and which we are helping: to. accom- i. 

ae plish. And it is quite: in accordance with this view that’ 
ge theologians find it necessary (as we saw ina previous lec- 
tare). to supplement the doctrine of a creation once for all, 
by saying that the continuance of the world in existence is 

- equivalent to a continually repeated’ act of creation—a state- 
ment which completely transforms the original doetrine... 
Poe ‘he passage from the one statement to the other represents | 


. ized form of time. To place the creative act in the past is 


ee rightly felt to be making it a mere event in time ; to treat it | 
as the present agt which sustains the universe is felt, with 


die daily; the world is redeemed as well as created continu- | 
our human ° Now’. 


exposes in the case of the past, seems to beset M. Bergson — 
himself when he comes to deal with the future. As is well — 


| irrationality. He develops his own account of ‘creative’ 


the effort of the mind to emancipate itself from the spatial. 


| equal right, to lift it out of the temporal sequence and so. ‘tors: | 
justify tht predicate eternal. Every statement of religious aes 
truth must undergo the same transformation. Christ must 


ally, and the enol life of God is poured into what we call 


- But the same spatial illusion, which he so successfully inate 





known, the stress which he lays on the unpredictability, the | ae 
-_-unforeseeableness, of the future hae Jed tohis being regarded 
in many quarters as the apostle of pure contingency and a 


ae evolution in contrast with the two rival theories of mech- ee 
anism and finalism, punctuating his statement chiefly by refer- ae 
ence to the ordinary teleological view. The essence ‘of hig 


theory, seems included in the following statement: ‘ Reality ce 









appears as a ceaseless ‘upspringing of something new. ge 
eos “This i is already the case*with our inner life. F or each “of our oe oe 


acts we shall easily find antecedents of which itmay insome 






equally well be ‘said that each action AS: ‘the realization of an 





sort be said. to be the mechanical resultant. And it may et ig 





In this. sense mechanism is: _ everywhere, and ces 
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finality everywhere, in the erolnuon of our conduct, But if. 


_ our action be one that involves the whole of our person and is 
. truly ours, it could not have been foreseen, even though its — 


antecedents explain it when once it has been _accomplished. 


_ And though it be the realizing of an intention, it differs, as 


a present and new reality, from the intention, which can 
never aim qt anything but recommencing or re-arranging the | 
past. Mechanism and finalism are, therefore, here only ex- 


ternal views of our conduct.’ The same thing holds of 
organic evolution. ‘It would be futile to try to assign to life 
an end in the human sense of the word... . Of course © 


when once the road has been travelled, we Gun glance over it, 
mark its direction, note this in psychological terms, and 


_ speak as if there had been pursuit of anend. But of the road 
_ which was going to be travelled, the human mind could have 
nothing to say, for the road has been created pari passu with 
the act of travelling over it, being nothing but the direction 


of the act itself.’ In short, ‘reality is undoubtedly crea-_ 


tive, i.e. productive of effects in which it expands and 
ne transcends its own being. These effects were therefore not 
: _ given in it in advance, and so it could not take them for 
ends, although when once : produced, they admit of a rational 
, interpretation. ... The™future appears as expanding the ts 
_ present: it was rok therefore, contained i in the present: in de 

~ © the form of a represented end? 00 00 PES aes 
Now if we take these statements ‘simply. as an account of a 
. the phenomenal process as it appears to a finite spectator of = © 0 3 
to an agent engaged i in the process, ‘their fidelity to the facts: o00 204s, 
: dg: beyond dispute. ‘It is obvious that to the evolving sub- 
ject the end is not present in the form of idea: as regards 

- organic nature, the perception of this 1s the basis ofthe whole 
doctrine of unconscious teleology, so general since Kanth oS ce 
Andi in the case of psychical activity, such as that of human Beek pe 

_ beings, where the agent can really set before | himself a def a 


vee 4 * Creative Evolution, PP. 55 
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a ye plan of action, it is equally: true that the result j is never o 
~ exhaustively explained by reference to his intention. His 
intention, as M. Bergson acutely puts it, can reach only tothe — 

Pare repetition or. rg-arrangement of what he already knows; but — 
the result of his reaction upor! the situation may be some- 
ee thing veritably new. On the large. scale, this disparity be- _ 
tween intention and result: is a commonplace of the poets: 
ae and fnoralists. ‘ Man proposes, God disposes.” = 


oe here’s a divinity doth shape our ends, 
-Rough-hew them how we will. | 


| ‘And the story of Saul, the son of Kish, shi 3 went out to a: 

his father’s asses and found a kingdom, has long been a 
favourite parable with idealist writers. The whole idealist 
view of history as a process of unconscious reason depends, 
indeed, on the recognition of this disparity. It meets usin — 


all the details of political and social action. The fabric of 


civilized society or of a nation’s institutions waS not made 


according to any pattern consciously present as idea, but is 


- the cumulative result of actions taken to relieve pressing 
needs, and successively modified in view of unforeseen 
effects till a tolerable modus vivendi was arrived at. The = 
. path, as M. Bergson puts it, is created part passu with, the act cle 
of travelling over it. And yet, although so little apparently oe 
is due to definite human foresight, we instinctively feel, when 





‘es 23 re ea Fe ee ss : ZB La 


face to face with the result, that some greater Reason has: a a 


guided the process to ends so august. In artistic creation, 


noe again, the finished work of art is not explicable as the delib- See’ 


erate expression or embodiment of a clearly formed idea. 


ee a The first idea i in the mind of the poet, the painter, the sculp- : heat : 
es tor, the musician, 18 eaue, more like a feeling flashing into): 
a visual or auditory im&ge; but, as he works it out, ittakes 
definite shape and colour from the exigencies and felicities 

Se of the material i in which he works, : It evolves itself step by | ia 
step, and the artist would be puzzled to say how much of the 
oo ‘final result v was s included in his original Soncepriaes and how eae 
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| much has addéd itself as he went along, in the: silent com 
e merce with his materials. 


“He. bitilded better than he ieee | 
The conscious sone to beauty gr Tew. 


And once more, in the icedon ne of ideals, as was insisted | 
_inan earlier lecture, we possess at the outset no adequate and = 
full-orbed idea of perfection. Our idea grows from legs to 

more in the stress of life and in intercourse with the many- — 

sided world. New features disclose themselves as we pro- 
ceed, and the baser and ruder elements fall away, till the 
link of identity between the first stage ane the last is worn 
| almost too thin for recognition. 

_ Everywhere, therefore, in experience we havé this phe- 
nomenon of the- unpredictability of the consequent from its 
_ apparent antecedents. In this respect M. Bergson’s conten- 
tion has a manifest affinity with the principle which Profes- 
sor Bosanquet so often enforces, that in logic and life we 
_ constantly do pass beyond our premisses. The stream is 
constantly found rising above its source, despite the adage, 
_ for only so can any real advance be accounted for. But the 
idealistic tradition which I have followed in the main in 
these Jl&ctures regards #is advance as taking place in the 
on finite evolving subject, or from the point of view of such a 
*. Subject, not from the point of view of the whole, as ifthe 
- expansion and transcendence of its own being’ in unfore- | 
ele Seen, directions represented the experience of the Absolute — 2 
itself. It was, indeed, a main thread in our argument thatch" 
Do only through the presence in the finite of an infinite Perfec- 
tion was such advance and self-transcendence on its part 
oe possible. But M. Bergson’s followets and acclaimers, FE nob oak Fe 
MM. Bergson himself, apply this idea of growth Or progress in: gy 
time to the universe as a whole; and in the new possibilities, 
the new horizons, which it opens up they celebrate. theif: cs 
deliverance from what James calls * ‘the rationalistic block- oo 
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ee ‘andvense * ar’ the! static, timeless, perfect ‘Absotute ‘And ey 
to James certainly novelty means pure indetermination Of 2) 
| contingence: That: genuine | novelties can. occur, he says, 
“means that from the point of view of what i is already g given, es 
oe what comes imdy have to be. treated as a matter of chance.’ es 
-. ‘The question in regard to new being is, ‘Is it through ad he 
throughs the consequence of older being or is it matter of 
change so far as older being goes—which i is the same thing oe 
as asking: Is it original, in the strict sense ‘of the word??? 
gee TSO. again, praising Renouvier as,his deliverer from ‘the oe 
a . Monistic superstition’ under which he had grown up, he 
says that Renouvier on his own principles ‘could believe in 
absolute novelties, unmediated beginnings, gifts, chance, 
~ freedom, atts of faith’.* M. Bergson himself, although he” ee 
| repudiates the idea of caprice, ® lays.great stress, as we have — 
seen, on ‘the absolute originality and unforeseeability of 
the different stages in a process of living evolution’.’ In - 
the same context he uses the expression, ‘There is radical 
contingency in progress, incommensurability between what _ | 
goes before and what follows, in short, duration’. So he 
speaks in another place of putting duration and free choice 
at the base of things ’.7 ¢ If time ’, he says, ‘is not a kind Of. oo 
- force, why does the universe unfolds successive states with — oe 
oe definite velocity? . . . Why is not everything given’ La ae 
once, as on the film of the cinematograph? The more Icon- | ee 
sider this point, the more it seems to me that, if the future 
_is bound to succeed the present, instead of being given along- 
side of it, it is because the future i is not altogether determined) 
vat the present. moment .. . it is. because. in the time taken ae 
~ ap: by this succession there | is unceasingly being. created in a 
the concrete whole Rommefiung. unforeseeable, and new? * ee 








14 Plurolistie Unitverse, pp. 38 327. Lae 
2 Problems of Eeosephy,, Pp. 1455 italies a own. ena 
Pan at | : * Creative Evolution, P- 50. 











six THE SPATIAL ILLUSION AGAIN | 375 
But the stress thus laid upon contingency is sutely due to 


_ the persistence of the spatial illusion in regard to time from | 
which M. Bergson claims to deliver us. He emancipates us 





_ from the spectre of fatalistic determination of the present by __ 
the past, by showing the fallacy involved inésul bstantiating | 


past acts and states like external forces in space. But if we 


cease to hypnotize ourselves by the projected image of the | 
past—if we recognize that every being acts from itsown 


living ¢ present—why should we involve ourselves in precisely | 
similar difficulties by projecting the future as a similar line 


in the opposite direction, and thinking of the present as 


fatally and externally determining the future beforehand, in A 
- such a way as to deprive future actions, when they occur, of | 
their proper reality? It was the determination oftthe present 
beforehand that was felt to be intolerable, and just that 


i determination constituted the illusion; and now it is the 


same illusion transferred to the future, from which we try 


Co to escape by the assertion of contingency at every step. But 
if we are true to the doctrine of real duration, we have 
- nothing to do with this phantom future any more than with 


i. the other phantom of the past. We live and act only i in the 


present; and every action has its own reality and, in the case - 
of conscious action, itgsown freedom, just as the divine 


| activity which sustains and guides the world i is to be thought - 


of as the expression of a present mind and will, notasthe =” 









































"consequence of past decrees which bind God himself like a ie ee 
vi fate. ‘The whole deterministic difficulty i in its ordinary form Ee 
oS arises from our taking time in this spatial perspective. | ET A is 


we avoid the error ab initio, therefore, the dilemma of deter- ee 
--minism or freedom does not arise, and consequently there 
eis no ‘temptation to safeguard freedom by the introduction ae 
oof contingency. Tf, as M. Bergson says, we act now with 
our whole past, and yet are free, why should this be other- 
wise in the future, when what is now sieent ¢ will constitute | 
vada of tthe Bast © aabich we ear with ust Ea 
































































existent. future, From our human point of view we instinc- 


ce special sense in the present; and it is legitimate to do so, 


of the Future, which is also nothing?’ Even in these ex- 
pressions, as he truly says, he is yielding to the imaginative 


ees countable constituent of the real.’ 


eet past, present, and future as. organic to one another; 


a M etophysic, B Book qu, chap. iii, section a7 


. tively think of Yhe life of the world as concentrated in 4 very 
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| Bue 7 we jidentif: y reality, ¢ as has been suggested, wich a a 


, living present, it must not be forgotten that the mere present — 
- is just as much an abstraction as the dead past and the non- 


B ~ because ‘we, also instinctively, take the present as. rooted i in 
Ce an eternal reality, of which it is a partial expression. If it 
“were not for this eternal background, we should be reduced 
to the intolerable paradox of identifying the reality of the 

universe with what is shown in our empirical present. Ts. 

the history of the ~orld really reduced ’, Lotze asks, ‘to the ; 
infinitely thin, for ever changing, strip a light which forms — ‘ 
the Present*marching between a darkness of the Past, which 

is done with and no longer anything at all, and a darkness 


tendency which seeks to soften the incredible. “For these 
‘two abysses of obscurity, however formless and empty, => 
would still be there, would still afford a kind of local habita- 
tion for the not-being, into which it might have disappeared © 

or from which it might come forth. But let any one try to — ee 
_. dispense with these images and to banish from thought even 
the two voids, which limit being: he will then feel how 
impossible it is to get along with the naked antithesis of 
being and not-being, and how unconquerable is the demand 

to be able to think even of that which is not 3 as some unac- a 


This unconquerable demand means that: ‘we fe lostinctively oes 


oie dealing with any prestnt phenomenon, we ‘interpret. its 088 

oa nature both by what it has been and by. what it has i in it to as 
- become. Just. sO. far as we succeed in this interpretation, do aoe 
we conceive ourselves to understand the. mee hae ee 















































XIX 


to transcend its temporal aspect. 
theory, as we know, the temporal aspect js exclusively 7 
emphasized, and his critique of teleology cdmes very near 


BAYS, 


: — “nings, gifts, chance, freedom’, 


in the phenomenal series; oa to ‘understand’ ‘the time-— 
sequence in this way is, I have argued, in an important sense 
But in. M. Bergson’s 


a denial of any eternal principle in the development. Hence, 


I think, arises the want of balance,-on which I hate com- 
mented, between his treatment of the past and his treatment 


of the future. It would be unfair to accuse M. Bergson of 
treating the present as a mere present’; for his insistence 


on the conservation of the past in the present and its opera- — 
tion there as character and tendency i isas we have seen, 


one of the luminous insights of his philosophy. But with — 
the present the reality of the universe seems in ‘his account 
to come toa stop. The process up to date is treated as if it 


could stand alone, and were intelligible by itself; and the 


future appears, therefore, not as an inseparable part of the 
same development, but, as it were, something tacked on, a 


realm of the unknown, and consequently the appropriate 
home of the contingent. } 
_ inorganic fashion as something entirely new, in which any-_ 
thing may happen,’ 
-alread’y been acknowledged in the relation of past and pres- 
ent. And it is also to forget the essentially anticipatory 
ooo character of conscious action, as purposive, and all that is 
implied in the causality of the ideal. oe 
placing the fountain of reality entirely in the past andtreat- 
ing it as a vis a tergo, M. Bergson really comes nearer to. 
| | the: determinism which he attacks than is the case with aoe 
more frankly teleological point of view. io aoe 
- is rather behind us than befgre. It is due to an idene? poe 
.. .fity of impulsion and not to a common aspiration, ‘Tt would ae 


But to regard the future in this © 


is to desert the principle which has 


“a Recall. James's. phrases, ‘ genuine ‘novelties’ pe 


FULL STOP WITH THE PRESENT 377 


In point of fact, by 


‘Harmony’ , hee ’ 


“unmediated ‘begiti-.e 
es and M. -Bergson’s own assertions, already 
Be quoted, of a ‘radical contingency in progress, anomie sane Bet ei 
co “Breen. what goes before and what follows’, pe a ees 
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be. futile to try to assign. to. fie an end i in the hisman’ sense von 
of the word.’? When he makes this statement—emphasiz- 
ing it as ‘ the point in which finalism has been most seriously 
mistaken ’—he, is speaking at the biological level; but from 
- life M. Bergsdn continually passes to consciousness, and — 
consciousness is, as a matter of fact,. his all-inclusive term. | 
o IE it were necessary, however, to choose between placing the ee 
vis directrix in the past or in the future, it wauld be more = 
~ consonant with the structure. of consciousness, as we have . 
already. seen, to place it in the fyture—not;, indeed, as a: 
-. clearly conceived end, but as glimpses of a fairer and. an 
: «better, the ‘ Gleanae which we follow, the Good, in short, | 
«which every soul pursues as the end of all its actions, divin- 
ing its exist@nce, but perplexed and unable satisfactorily to ao 
pee apprehend its nature’.2 But to force such a choice upon us 
oe _ is a mistake; the source of reality dwells neither iti the past a 
nor in the future. The three dimensions of Time (if I may == 
0 call them) are rather our human ways of refracting the eth is 
2 é Eternal Nature in which we live and on which we draw. 
In the absence of such a Nature, everything reduces itself 
to pure contingency; for, as a prius or mere beginning, the 
- élan vital is mere indeterminateness. Itiscomparabletothe = 
infinite outgoing activity with whith Fichte proposed to cee 
start. Fichte supplied his activity with an Anstoss against 
me ee which to break itself: and M. Bergson, impelled by the same ess - 
: necessity, offers us a deduction of matter as the refractory OSES 
element into which the. principle of life or free. conscious- 
ness § 3 has to infuse itself —the realm of mechanical necessity eas : : 
hich it seeks, in his own phrase, ‘ to penetrate with ‘con-07 00 
tingency’. But if. life, in its contact with matter, is thus DAES a, 
| comparable to an anal or an enpetis regarded i int itself, 












: Creative Bublution: D. BA. te a Plato, Republic, 505. ea 
‘FE you 98 a Detter word v we c have called it consciousness. Bat we . ee 
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a he. reminds us, it can only be Meena as ‘an immensity of 
| potentiality ’ (virtualité). And in its action there is ‘ prop- 
verly speaking neither project nor plan’. ‘The anxiety to — 


te ‘transcend finalism’ thus leaves the nature of the creative | 
principle a complete blank. Freedom in the’ negative sense 
of indeterthination or contingency appears to be the only 


predicate applicable to it, and the only description of the _ 
_ ends which it seeks to realize. If so, it is impossible 1 not to 
M sympathize with Mr. Balfour’s feelings of ‘a certain incon- 


ee gruity between the substance of such a philosophy and the 


sentiments associated with it by its author. Creation, free- 
dom, will—these doubtless are great things; but we cannot 
lastingly admire them unless we know their drift. We can- 
not, I submit, rest satisfied with what differs se little from 
| the haphazard ; joy is no fitting consequent of efforts which 
are so nearly aimless. If values are to be taken into account, 
itis surely better to invoke God with a purpose, than supra- 
consciousness with none.’ ? 

Just at this point, however, M. oe leaves us in uncer- 


tainty as to his final teaching. Accused of preaching an 
- atheistic monism, he has claimed: that his doctrine is not only 
oe OR inconsistent with Theism, but points directly to that 
a conclasion. Ina letter printed in 1912 he tells us that the 
a _ afguments of his three books should leave us with ‘a clear 


idea. of a free and creating God, producing matter and life at ee 
ec ONC; -whose creative effort is continued, ina vital direction, 
ee by the evolution of species and the construction of human x nf 
oe personalities ’. ’. The letter is quoted by M. Le Roy at the | eee 
oo close of his. appreciative. sketch, 4 N. ew P hilosophy; and : Ee oe 
oe M Pergeon epreny 6 endorses M. ‘Le Roy’ s protest, in nthe 


a 

























- Its seizes upon ‘matter . oe ‘aid strive’ to introduce into it the Haraed es 


“3 SS posatble amount of indetermination and liberty.’ (p. 265.) ‘A living ~ a Es 
se being represents a certain sum of contingency, entering. into. the world’ Bol adh eee 


8.276) 


: ation, entitled f Creative Evolution and 1 Philosophie, Doubt’. 
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- context, ane the habit of! asking an author continually 


s to do something other than he has done,-or, in what he ia cot De 
done, to give us the whole of his thought’. He accepts et set 

M.Le Roy’ S description of his method of proceeding, in his 

successive vollmes, from problem to problem, and dealing | 

7 with each according to its specific and original.nature, and 
2 acknowledges the possibility, consequently, of further devel- 

opments of his doctrine upon the basis of an analysis | oF | 


~ moral and religious experience.) cS 


| If we give the Philosophy of Change such : a “theldeic back~. 
ee ground, it becomes perhaps a les8 striking doctrine, but ie 
ceases to present, the fundamental ineredlbility, of which Lik 
complain. ‘Reality is undoubtedly creative, i. e. _produc- ae 
tive of effects i in which it transcends and sepanids its own. 
being”? Taken in a phenomenological reference, there is 
no difficulty in recognizing the truth of such a statement. — 
~The ‘creative’ “Bspect: of the evolutionary process in, this: | 
respect, and the ‘increment of being’ which successive = 
_ stages bring with them, was frequently emphasized in our 


: Tn this direction I should myself say exactly what you have said ea, 
(letter to M. Le Roy, quoted i in his Preface). M. Bergson, in the origi- = * 
nal letter in reply to his critics, had himself referred to the fact that he = 
had not yet dealt with the problems of morality. It is, I think, permis- = 
_ sible to mention that at a discussion in the Edinburgh University Philo- 
sophical Society in May 1914, during the delivery of his first course of 
- Gifford Lectures, M. Bergson somewhat surprised the members Of the oo 
. Society by saying, when pressed on this ultimate question, that he did 
- not profess to have a metaphysical system. Each of his volumes repress 
sented his concentration upon a specific problem, for which Tie: had pose 
i ‘sought to find an appropriate solution by soaking his mind, as it were, oe 
in the relevant facts, In this way he had been led from one problem to Ae Ge 
a another, while other important problems remained unexplored. But he 
owas: inclined to distinguish between philosophy as the outcome and solu- 
tion of such definite problems and the more or less ‘ hypothetical’ views 
- one might hold on larger and more ultimate questions. The whole 
a account of Life and its credtive evolution, with ‘the ideal genesis of 
| matter’, he appeared prepared, accordingly, to regard as the rationaleof > 
ge, phenomenal process, while accepting (as a hypothetical belief in the 
_ sense just. indicated) the idea of a Creator, he: end OF whose action “ a: 


was ‘the creation of creators’. 
me Creative Evolution, Pes 49- 50, 























first : seriés of lectures, as well as ihe: infertes blends of 
each new stage from the standpoint of the old. Such prog- 
ress or advance appeared a fundamental and undeniable 
fact; and we found it intelligible on the assumption of an _ 
absolute source of the perfections succesyively revealed. 


The increcibility only arises, if we take ‘ veality ’ in an all- 


inclusive sense to designate the All, and to include, there-_ 
- fore, the God of whose progressive activity the advancing 
_ wave of life is the expression. Satie”, 4 Vols 
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I do not wish to snatch a verbal victory by. playing of 


_ the word Universe or Infinite or the All—by arguing, I 
_ mean, that what is, by definition, all- inclusive | and complete 
_ is not susceptible of growth, addition, Of improvement. It 


is possible to deny the existence of a universe in, the sense of 
a single systematic whole. Pluralism, for example, means, 
I suppose, that the universe is, in the last resort, an aggre- 


gate; although a certain amount of system or coherence may 


be traced among its separate facts, and this order may be 


_ extended by the mind and will of human and other intelli- 
- gencies. But even if the universe be taken as a mere fact or _ 
sum of facts, it is there, once for all, in its nature as it is. 
The ‘ Being is* of Parmenides is, in this reference, the last 
_ word that can be said about it. It is impossible to get away 
oe fom the existent fact “and its nature. Whatever combina- 
_. tions may result within it, whatever qualities it may exhibit, oases 
7 : must be due to its own inherent constitution. It is easy for es 


a critic to appeal | to material and social combinations or wis 


2 ished, where we get qualities in the compound or thes Geos 
social group which are not to be found in the elements or 
ae "members separately. But the novelty in such cases is not, 
 as*it gvere, a creation or a spurt out of nothing; it is the 

~ result of the togetherness | of existing elements and the mutuals) ee 
5 ~ reactions grounded in their natures. So far as it goes, it iS 
_ proof that the universe does not consist of bits of unrelated 
a = stuff lying « about, ‘but is, a fact with < a certain, amount LOE es Be 































of syitematicstiucture discernible among its parts. " Qualities, 
a physical or social, cannot be regarded as extraneous to: the 
plausible case\pf such real novelty through the creation of | 


ee _ consciousness. on its own advance emphatically. repudiates 
the idea suggested that it is actually creating these values 


the ideal and its infinite transcendence of. finite attainment _ 
| a the very note of moral and religious experience. a | 
Tam confirmed 3 in my view of the impossibility of regard- , 


 €Meliorism’, do not make it clear, and apparently are not — 
themselves clear. whether the idea of progress and beéter- 


ea A GROWING UNIVERSE ase, 


therefore, which are educed by reaction to an environment, __ 
universe as a whole. Moral progress might seem the most ‘a 


fresh values. But, as we have Seen, the verdict Of the moral 


— and faising the moral level of the universe. The reality Of 


ols y ing the universe as a growing whole, by observing that those 
who hold tp the idea of what James calls ‘the strung-along = 
unfinished world in time’, and who advocate the creed ofr 


ment is to be applied to the universe as a whole or only to 
certain beings in it. M. Bergson’s somewhat ambiguous = 
attitude we have just considered. It is not clear whether he 
Tegards the creative source of the life-movement. as alsa’ 5% i 
growing from less to more in the process of experience. 
William James falls back upon the notion of a finite God, 
He distinguishes sharply between God and the Absolute. cre ee 


ae God i is not thé All, but, as he puts it in a characteristic phrase, oa 





“one of the eaches ’, an individual in the universe, ‘finite, a 3 


either | in power or in knowledge, or in both at once’, ‘ aye oe 

















read-out. and strung-along mass ‘of bhetomens ean ts le 
4 Ph iC Hatverse. ¥ Pp. 4 ath, ae oe ee 


: ing an environment, being i in time and working outa history as 
- just like ourselves’? But again it is not clear, whether this... 00°" 
God is morally. perfect to begin. with—in which case the 
ao development : and progress. would consist simply i in the moral eae 
enlightenment a and better ‘ment of human beings and similar foe o 


Phuralistic Universe, P. 128. "Ch P ragmatiom, | P. 43 “the whole nl ms 


ox Ay AMBIGUITY OF MELIORISM laa : | 


‘races in other regions of the universe—or whethe? the frie 


God is himself conceived as growing in insight and in moral 


wisdom through the lessons of experience, and working out 
his own hares as he proceeds with his begeficent work. — 
In the latter case, one is ata loss to see why the title of God 
should be Bestowed on an’ individual essentially of the 


human type, though, no doubt, on a larger scale and at : 
a higher stage of development; and one is bound to con- 


clude that such a developing demigod would give the same 
account of his own development as the moral and religious 
man among ourselves. He would describe itasa new insight 
_ into the nature of things, due to the leadingpf a higher God, 
who would be God indeed. It seems to me impossible to _ 
override the testimony of the religious consciousn®ss on this 
point. As we have contended, such experience is only pos- 
sible to a finite being rooted in an infinite nature. And from 
an ultimate metaphysical point of view, it appears to me, our 
_ conclusion must be that progress is predicable only of the 
part which can interact with other parts, and, in such inter- 


- action, has the nature of the whole to draw upon. It is — 
unintelligible as applied to the whole, and the temporal view: 
“of things cannot therefore be ultimate or all-inclusive. 


nt See Supplementary NojeE (God and the Absolute), p. 430. 
“NOTE ON M. BERGSON’ S DOCTRINE OF TIME 


ee “nie! seems open to. criticism. He fas Seay. ‘exposed | the a 


_ errors which result from the persistence of spatialimagery in” 
our conceptions of time. But in his. polemic against the idea. eRe Pe 


os of the line, with its juxtaposition of our past states as mutually. — es 


external points, he comes himself very near to denying any , va ae 
knowledge of the past as past. ‘ Pur@ duration’, we are told, — te 
would be ‘nothing - but a stccession® of qualitative. changes ee 


: which melt into and permeate one another, without 2 ot oe no 2: See 


don to. one ‘another, without: any affiliation with number: it Pe 
: ie would be pare. ‘eterogencity pecording to Ae Been ee S 
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nae freqiakint comparison, “the sensations - add themselves 
- dynamically to one another and organize themselves like the 


os successive notes of a tune by which we allow ourselves to be 





dulled and soothed’. The result is comparable to the summa- 
tion of slight but continuously repeated stimuli, or, again, ‘this 


organization wf units in the depths of the soul is a wholly 


. dynamic process, not unlike the purely qualitative way in which 


at an anyil, if it could feel, would realize a series of blows from ee 


os a hammer’. But this qualitative survival of the past in the. OS 
present 66s not seem to give us more than a@eculiarly modi- | 
fied present; or, at least, the penumbra of the past suggested ee 




























by the analogies is so vague as hardly to suffice for the sharp 
rudimentary ‘distinction between the‘ now ’ and the ‘no longer’, 

much less for a dated knowledge of our mental history. M. 
Bergson’ s delicate psychological analysis of the phenomena he 


cites in illustration seems to divert his attention from the _ 


simpler ckperiences of loss or deprivation and of waiting ex- — 


pectancy, in which the child’s consciousness of the no- -more 


and the not-yet originates. Our dated knowledge of past and 
future is a gradual development of this rudimentary contrast. 


But because our perspective becomes more definite in both di- 
rections, it surely does not lose its original temporal character. 
Nor can I reconcile myself to phrases which describe time as 
‘the very stuff of reality’, This phrase is constantly repeated 
in slightly varying forms by M. Bergson and his followers. = 
Thus Mr. Wildon Carr tells us that ‘ when we consider a living a 
being, we feel that time is the very essence of its life, the =~ 
whole meaning of its reality’? Or again he speaks of ‘ ae 
living thing, whose whole existence is time’. _ There, are two er 
ways, he says, in which we may think of time, ‘one in which = 


it makes no difference to reality, and the other in which it is 
oes the ‘reality. . . The answer that philosophy must give is that’ 30. 
sae: time is real, ‘the stuff of which things are made.’ + -Except'as 0% 
transparent metaphors, intended to emphasize the reality. of)... 
ee process or change as against the eternity of the ‘metaphysicians — mS 


he is attacking, such expressions seem quite unmeaning. Aa 


cee Change or development i in time may be a fundamerfial feature 
OE reality, but it cannot literally, be: realy, 8 life, or conscious- a ee 


A Time and Free Will, Pp. 103-4. mS oe te * Bid, PB ae 
By ' Henri Bergson, p. 17 (People’s: Books). : 


Baclvtion, PP: 4 441, 2S, 257, 334-5. 


‘ Ibid., p. 19. M. Bergson uses almost identical 1 language in | Creative soe | Z. 











«XIX THE UNIVERSAL FLUX ae 385 


“ness. Obviously change and duration i is an empty abstraction 

apart from some nature or content which changes or ‘ dures’. 

An ultra-Heraclitean doctrine of universal Aux, such as the 
literal sense of the words implies, would mean the discarding 
of all qualitative distinctions whatsoever. Passages. might be 
quoted in support of the view that this is the hjiden truth of. 
the Bergsonian thought. ‘ Reafity is a flowing,’ says Mr. Carr. 
‘This does not mean that everything moves, changes, and be-_ 
‘comes; sciemce and common experience tell us that. It’means. 





~ that movement, change, ete is everything that therg is, 
there is nothing else. - You have not grasped the central 


) idea of this Spee Ea yoy have not perceived true duration, | 
you have not got the true idea of change and becoming until 


you perceive duration, change, movement, becoming, to be 2 


reality, the whole and only reality.’* | 
These sentences seem based on some very Heraclitean state- 


> ments in the last chapter of Creative Evolution, where M. 





Bergson attributes the partial fixation of the universal flux, as 
things and qualities, to ‘ the cinematographical instinct of our 
thought’, ‘ But in reality the body is changing form at every 
moment, or Pather there ts no form, since form is immobile and 
the reality is movement.’ But I am loath to believe that it is 
-M. Bergson’s genuine intention to attribute all qualitative dis- 


tinction to the distorting function of the intellect, and to iden- 
~ . tify reality with the qualityless abstraction of change or move- 





ment. as such. An unearthly ballet of bloodless categories 
Mec would be concrete in comparison. oo 


we 


<8 Fonpi Berpson, Pp. 28-9. ae Mee 
7 Creative Evolution, p. 319 (italics mine). CE. pp. 333-5. 






































. _ LECTURE XX Bea 
_ PLURALISM | i 
‘EVIL AND SUFFERING "gh 


made or fashioned like a thing, ab extra, but seems rather to 


We hese touched 4 in the preceding lecture ont ihe pluralistic o ae 
os . - position and the idea of a finite God, but Pluralism in various 
forms is so current—I had almest. said, sO. fashionable—at ey 
the present moment, that it seems to call for some further 
i examination oneits merits. We have already encountered it, 
in connexion with the idea of Creation, in Professor Howi- | : 
son’s dodtrine of eternal finite selves. Founding on the. 
characteristic feature of a self or person, that it cannot perms) 





oP ina pel ee ee agli gehen eee soe, 


ed 5 ae 
Se 


make itself, and that it acts, moreover, always from itSown 
centre, and unhesitatingly regards its acts as its own, Pro- 
fessor Howison insisted, as we saw, on treating finite persons 

as ontologically underived, or existent in their own right. 

He acknowledged at the same time that, as regards their 
animating ideals, they all reflect the nature of a divine or 
central Mind, and thus constitute, gogether with ita single fad 
eo system of reality. As in Leibnitz, a real or ontoldgical 
Pluralism is thus combined with an ideal * harmony ’, and 
the unity of the universe is” supposed to be thereby “ved a 
But again, just as Leibnitz forgets the independent self-sub- uk 
_sistence of the monads when he treats them as created by 
God and speaks. of them as. ‘fulgurations ’ of the divine, = 
so we found that P rofessor Howison’s Ss. statements as to the : 
“constant reference of fhe finite selves to their divine centre, 
and his view of the divine nature as the final cause of the 
ecient which takes one in these selves, ee 






24 POR RASHDALL'S THEORY | Ba 
Dr. Rashdall, inasmuch as he expressly holds’ "the finite 
selves to be created, would disavow the imputation of Plural- 
ism. But he has repeatedly introduced the idea of the 
i finiteness of God as limited by other selves, and has con- 
tended, ‘accordingly, for a distinction betweer® God and the 
Absolute. ‘ The Absolute cannot be identified with God, 
_ so long as God is thought of as a self-conscious Being? The - 
| Absolute must, include God and all other consciousnegses, 
- not as isolated and unrelated beings, but as intimately related 
(in whatever way) to Him and to one another, and as 
forming with Him a system or Unity. ... God and the | 
spirits are the Absolute—not God alone. > Together they 
form a Unity, but that Unity is not the unity of self-con- 
sciousness.’ Reality is thus ‘a community of*persons’ ; 
or in Dr. McTaggart’s phrase ‘a society’? It is true, he 
. protests against the idea of a limitation ab extra, by a hostile 
power or an independent matter; the limitation in question 


| is, in the language of the theologians, a self-limitation. But, 
as Professor Ward pertinently says, commenting on this. 


| phrase, ‘ self-limitation seems to imply a prior state in which 
" it was absent, whereas a limitation held to be permanent—as 


we hold creation to be—suggests some ultimate dualism 





~ rather than an ultimate whity ’.° And if we hold, as Ere | 
| fessor Ward says, that ‘ God is God ony as ‘being creative ’, 
oe 2 The Theory of Good and Evil, At, 239-40. 


a ne Personal Idealism, pp. 391-2. 
 * Realm of Ends, p. 243. 














4 Ibid., p. 234. ie creation means  ehything says Professor Ward ec a 
Le in the same context, ‘it means something so far involved in the divine 


essence that we are entitled to say, as Hegel was. fond of saying, that = 


“without the world, God is not God”.’ The saying which Professor one ee 
. Ward thus frankly adopts, suggests to Dr. Rashdall the picture OF (God i ee 


aS perpetually annexed by some unintelligibl% fate to a world quite alien - mee oo. 
to His own inner nature as. to some Siamese twin from whom He would 
































perchance, but cannot, part’ (Contentio Veritatis, p. 33). But this'is 


inconsistent with his own subsequent description of the limitation im- tt” 








plied i in. the. creation of other spirits. as: ‘not an arbitrary self- limitation _ ee 
_ but one which necessarily springs from the nature and character of God’ 









ie o a0: Wey" should the meceesity. of the divine nature be me resented me 
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ae the devepiive prius disappedts, and elit it the wholly’i inap- 

: propriate conception of limitation. This was the gist of our 
argument in ‘Lecture VIL. Why should the creation of finite 
___ spirits be treafed like a pegging out of daimsinahinterland, 
ie by each of which the rights and privileges of the original =, 
_ proprietor are proportionately diminished? Surely the older 

Me theologians were right in regarding the existence of spirits 
not as an impoverishment but as an enrichment of the divine > 
life. The divine life i is, in short, the concrete fact of this 
c inter-communion. ’ . ee | 
‘In this sense there is no difficulty 4 in accents Professor: os 
 Ward’s définitioff of the Absolute as ‘ God-and-the-world pes 
regarded as the single eternal Fact. But it is not quite the | 
same with Dr. Rashdall’s phrase, ‘God and the spirits’; 
for in spite of the creative function assigned to God, the 
suggestion of the phrase i is co-existence on terms of mutual 
oe exclusion. And this impression is strengthened when we 
fuse are told that ‘the ultimate Being is a single Power, if we 
like we may even say a single Being, who is manifested in ok 
a plurality of consciousnesses, one consciousness which is ~ oe, 
omniscient and eternal, and many consciousnesses which | 
are of limited knowledge, which have a beginning, and res 
‘some of which, it is possible or pfobable, have an end /° Se 
And when Br. Rashdall goes on to say that we may: ‘regard aed 
all the separate “ centres of consciousness ” as “‘ manifesta- — Qe 
tions” of a single Being’, or even as a single ‘ Substance 
ue which reveals itself i in 1 inany different consciousnesses ’, *? we ee 


| asi an “unintelligible fate? Dr. Rashdall eriphadizes the importatce: ‘of ‘ a as a 
foe recognizing ‘a causative relation between the supreme. Spirit and. the by 
other spirits’ (p. 34), but if,l may quote Professor Ward again ‘in this = 
connexion, ‘Creation is noteto be brought under the category of transient... oss 
causation. Nor can we, regarding it from the side of God, bring HE Sd 

under. the category of immanent causation as being a change in Him 
unless indeed we abandon the Position ‘that God is God “only. as een ENG 
creative’ (Realm of Ends, PD. 234). @ Ga — 
ay Realm of Ends, p. 241. ? Theory of G Good and Beil , vol ii, p. 24 ee 

a | Uileranie ond, d Religion, Pp. 105. | ee 
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feel irresistibly that by such expressions we aré bting | com- | 
mitted to a view of God as ‘one of the eaches’, for we 
are treating Him not as the ultimate Reality but as one of 
a number of ‘ separate’ appearances. But there is surely 
a singular impropriety in placing God and men in the same — 
_ numerical series, and in speaking as if we and God together, 
in a species of joint-ownership, constituted the sum-total © 
of existence. Dr. Rashdall speaks of ‘ that all-fertile sgurce 
of philosophical error, the misapplication of spatial meta- - 
BROt: Minds are not Chinese boxes that can be put “in- 
side’ one another ’.’ But we do not get away from spatial | 
metaphors by speaking of separate and nvitually exclusive 
centres of consciousness. And if the assertion of the per- 
sonality of God is to lead us to the result that ‘ #1 the con- 
_ clusions which are applicable to each particular self in his’ 
relation to another seem to be equally applicable to the 
relations between God and any other spirit ’,? we must reply 
that it is ultimately unmeaning to treat the universal as one 
_ of the particulars. To speak of God in this sense as ‘ one of 


the selves’ is to justify all the criticisms which treat per- 





sonality as a limitation inapplicable to the sustaining and 
containing Life of all the worlds. Besides the unescapable 

associations of spatial anttaphor, the controversy seems to 
me’ to be due to the substantiation of the form qf conscious- — 
ness apart from its content or constituent nature. It was. 
the substantiation of the logical form of consciousness, as _ 






















I. argued long ago,’ which led to the theory of the universal ee 


* Personal Jdeatisme b: 388. 8 T bid. p. 386. 





ch In the concluding pages of Hegelianism and Personality. [ have Pa aa 
many times regretted, in view of the interpretations put upon it and the : 


applications made of it, my use.in these pages of the term ‘impervious’ 







- to describe the nature of a self or personal&y. The exclusiveness of the — “4 
self, especially in its relations to the divine, was, I have little doubt, too 
strongly emphasized in my argument. But the obnoxious term has: to. 


be understood in. the context in which it occurs. The argument. WAS. eed 
oo directed. against the fusion of real selves ina logical universal er (to put ee 
on it in a. frankly spatial | metaphor) the identification of all selves at a a 
re single point of being. What, I emphasized, as against ¢ this stempt, wae ee 
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| SS Self as gn Sdentical Subject which chinks in all thinkers: = 
os And this unification of consciousness in a single Self was 
S “fatal, T argued, to: the real selfhood either of God or man. 
But we are equally substantiating a formal unity, if we cut — 
ree, ~ loose the individual selves from the common content of the 
world and treat them as self-existent and mutually inde- 
ne pendent units. We are then obliged to proceed to represent _ 
the universal Life in which they share as apother unit of - 
a “the § same type, and difficulties immediately. arise as to. the — 
elation between the great Self and its minor prototypes. — a 
eT hought ‘sways between a Pluralism, disguised or undi-- 
—- guised, and a Paatheism which obliterates all real individu- a 
ality. But by the existence of the personality of God wedo | 
not mean the existence of a self-consciousness so conceived. 
We mean that the universe is to be thought of, in the last 
resort, as an Experience and not as an abstract content—an 
experience not limited to the intermittent and fragmeritary = 
glimpses of this and the other finite consciousness, but = 
resuming the whole life of the world in a fashion whichis 
necessarily incomprehensible save. by the Absolute itself.t. 














the uniqueness of each self. 1 took the self, and I still take it, as hey an 
apex of the principle of individuation by which the world exists. Hence = 
_ the phrase that each self is ‘impervious "not, it may be observed, to alle es 
the influences of the universe but ‘to other selves ’—‘ impervious A 
fashion of whigh the impenetrability of matter is a faint analogue’. In 
other words, to suppose a coincidence or literal identification of. gevefal (o-oo 
selves, as the doctrine of the Universal Self demands, is even more. 
transparently self-contradictory than that two bodies should occupy the 
same space. Apart from crudity of expression this still seems to me 
_ obvious, and it may be considered to underlie the argument in severalof 
_.. the preceding lectures. But I trust there is now more justice done to the 
“cs identity, of content which binds the selves ee as members of one ie 
wh universe. | ae 
ues AWS. call God personal ‘because i in persitiality 4 is ‘revealed the highest oS 
we know, and it is better, thérefore, as Mr. Bradley says, to. affirm: persce e he ek 
sonality than to call the Absofute impersonal. | The epithet, like the state- 
ments: of the creeds, is the denial of an error rather than a. definitely ie 
an articulated. affirmation of ascertained fact. And if the affirmation of i 
- personality were taken to imply identity of conditions, then, , but forits- 9°. 
tendency to become a merely empty. name, Sarena) would ob oo 
‘viously more appropriately express ¢ our rane Eee Ee ake oR ae 













































xx ° DR: McTAGGART? S ABSOLUTE. 391 | 
2 a qually incomprehensible from the ‘Bait standpoint must 
it be, how the measure of individual independence and 
c initiative which we enjoy is compatible with the creative 
function or the all-pervasive activity of the, divine: But 
in whatever sense or in whatever way ous thoughts and | 
actions form part of the divine experience, we know that it | 
is a sense which does not prevent them from being ours. 
_We were agreed that no speculative difficulties could: < over : 
ride this primary certainty. cs 
Dr. McTaggart presents his theory as a form of Idealism, 3 
and he also would repudiate the label of Pluralism, inas- 
much as he believes the universe to be atsystematic whole. 
But as compared with the views of Professor Howison and 
Dr. Rashdall which we have been considering, Dr. McTag- 
gart’s theory is more consistently and uncompromisingly 
- pluralistic, in so far as it dispenses altogether with the cen-. 
 trafity of reference which is signified by the conception of | 
— God. The unity of his Absolute is that of a society. His ? 
_ favourite analogy is ‘a College ’,? although he has the grace ie 
to admit that ‘of course the Absolute is a far more perfect — 
unity than a College’. As a unity of persons, though not 
itself a person, a College is ‘a spiritual unity’; but, as he 
ete candidly and somewhat disconcertingly eeminde: us, ‘every — 
eae gdose-club, every gang of thieves’ hasasimilar right tothe = 
term.? Dr. McTaggart’s theory of the Absolute is in reality see aa? 
oo eit immediate consequence of his view of the self as “a sub- Y aa 
ee stance. existing in its own ticht This does not. mean.’,00 85 CRBC SS 
“che: says, « {that: any self could exist independ ently and We 
isolation from all others. Each self can only exist in virtue ere ek 
= ok: its connexion with all the others and with the Abso- 
ish lute. which is s their Amity. But ‘this 3 is a relation, “not OE ee eS 






ee as I have dircaty atged in 1 Leetiire XV. cE Gueas pp. Bio ae ee 
oe 3 “As Mr. Maret owitily put Hy ‘ Tt is Fenty peste | in. a seat ob ta es 
: . | Long Vacation’ ovens o > tee fel 

eee * Studiess in A Fegelian c como, P. 86, oo. ‘1 Tid, P. ar 
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S, > gubordinatibnt but of reciprécal dependenee.’ The Absolute. | 
__ is exhaustively expressed in a certain number of such ‘ fun- 
_ damental differentiations ’, and is thus ‘ a system of indi- | 

. _ viduals of whigh each is conscious of the other’ '; and such. 
oa system, he contends, cannot be accused of. ‘ atontism ’, 
: Le for it : ‘bound together by the mutual innwieige of ts ; 
ae - parts’ : 


The. Idealism which Dr. McTaggart peotesses 3 is defined 


oO by himself, almost in Berkeley’s words, as the. doctrine : 
‘that nothing can exist but. persons—conscious beings who | 


B 


know, will, and feel’. The position is open, therefore, to — 
the general objecsions which have been brought. against . 
-Monadism and Mentalism. But special difficulties are 
created for"Dr. McTaggart’s variety of the theory by the 

absence of any central Monad or Monas Monadum; for 


there appears to be no self in this “harmonious system of 
selves ’® which knows all the other selves. How then do we 
know that they form a harmonious system? Can we, 
indeed, reasonably speak of system or harmony at all except 


in view of some mind for which it exists? And again, the = = | 
ordinary way in which subjective idealism meets the scien- 


tific difficulties as to the existence of things unperceived or 


ee completely unknown by any finite “spirit—namely, By ate ee. 
a tributing to them an existence for an eternal and omnis- ; 
cient Spirit—is not open to Dr. McTaggart, whose uni- 
verse accordingly dissolves into a number of fragmentary ae 
oy subjective worlds with no provision for their co-ordination ett 
et and no guarantee that, if pieced together, the. result. would pie en 
Jee De a coherent whole. Dr. McTaggart admits that, af ‘hig. me | 

7 ~~ theory i 1S to work, ‘it would seem to follow that every gelf ‘ 
Me Past, be in complete and ‘gonscious harmony with thé whole ie 


of pst ‘dies 3 in Hegelian Cosmology, D. 62. 
_ “Some Dogmas of Retigion, B. BOt. | 
8 Ibid, p. 248. 
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*Dr. Rashdall has urged these difficitties. CE Philosophy ond Re , ee. a 
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of the universe ’ and he admits likewise that this is not in 
7 accordance with the facts as known to us. But he is equal 
to the emergency, for the difficulty disappears if we assume 
that all selves are perfect; ae that, he says, swould seem to 
be ‘our proper conclusion’.* ‘If an opponent should | 
remind me of the notorious imperfections in the prea 
lives of each of us, I should point out that every self is... 
in reality eternal, and that its true qualities are only seen 


_ in so far as it is considered as eternal. S ub specie aeternita- 














tis, every self is perfect.+ Sub specie temporis, it is progress- 
ing towards a perfection as yet unattained.’*® This conclu-_ 


gion was no doubt inevitable, seeing that each self was 


already defined as an Absolute.* But such a heroic multi- 

_ plication of deities appeals to me rather as a veductio ad ab- 

surdum of Dr. McTaggart’s doctrine of eternal substances 

than as calling for further discussion. I doubt if individ- 

—-ualism has ever been carried further than in this proposal to 

- have as many universals as there are particulars. 

But Pluralism is chiefly associated, in recent discussion, 
with the name of William James. He has made himself 
the spokesman of the tendency in a special volume of 
~ lectures; but all through his work we trace the same reaction | 

. _ agairist “monism ’ or 4 rationalism ’ and its ‘ block-universe ’. 
And with James, as we have already partly seen, the 











Pluralism is uncompromising; it means a ‘finite God ’ and . eee 
an ‘unfinished world’. He agrees, accordingly, with the See 4 
| writers we have just considered in distinguishing sharply _ 


between God and the Absolute, and he invokes the ordinary _ Ag AOE a 






religious consciousness in support of his: ‘position, | eee God ae : 


ne the religious life of ordinary men is the name not of the = 


C 1 Hegelian Cosmology, D. 34. . ee 8 Bid ip. ae: Ra 
3% Mind, N. &., vol. xi, P. “388 (in a Teview of Professor Howison ae 


| Limits of Evolution). 

















- * Descartes had already itidicated the conclusion’ on r were myself a rd AR Te 
. the author of my being, anything else would have been easy incompari- 


ee son; I should have bestowed on myself every perfection of which. a Se a a 
| oh ‘Dossess the: idea, and i: should: ihus be ee o ME eerehon, te HOSS Ue Bee 








































are worthy. He ‘works, in an external environment, has 


moe the shapers of the great world’s fate’? 


in which the forces of reason and goodness are at grips with 
Chaos and old Night. One need only recall the well-known 


pele: ao PLURALISM a _ LECT. fs 


nee | whole of things, hebben forbid, but oily of the ideal tendency. me 
eet things, believed in as a superhuman person who calls us 
“eto co-operate in his purposes, and who furthers ours if they. a. 


‘oe. limits and has @nemies.’* And again, ‘ ‘Monotheism itself, 

so far as it was religious: and not a scheme of class-room 

fe instruction for the metaphysician, has always viewed God 
ag but, one helper, primus inter pares, in the side of f all ae 


_ James’s view is thus the expression of his intetisg: con- | 
--viction of the reality of the moral struggle, taken. together ns 
with the conceptiog he has formed of the Absolute as mak- ce 
’ ing that struggle unmeaning, and as being in fact ‘the 
great de-realiser of the only life we are at home in’® 
Hence he transfers the moralistic attitude to the universe ‘dg er! 
a whole; the course of the world appeals to him as a struggle | 


close of the essay ‘Is Life worth Living?’ : ‘If this life be — 
not a real fight in which something is eternally gained for 
the universe by success, it is no better than a game of a a 
_ private theatricals from which one may withdraw at will 
But it feels like a real fight—as if*there were something __ : 
- really wild in the universe which we, with all our idealities 9 
ae on and faithfulnesses, are indeed to redeem. . . . God himself a 
in short, may draw vital strength and increase of very being 
from our fidelity. For my own part, I do not know what > 





the sweat and tragedy of this life mean, if they mean any- rae 










| 14 Pluralistic Universe, p. 124. ee os : Pragmation: p. ene 


_ thing short of this.’* Hence he offers us as a philosophical 
= and religious creed the doctrine of‘ meliorism ’ ‘or ‘melior- So betta 
os istic. theism’, as a meane* between the two. extrenies of — 

crude N aturalism on the one hand and transcendental = , 
-Absolutism on ‘the other’; ; between pessimism and an (ep: fake de 
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x JAMES'S MORALISTIC’ ‘UNIVERSE 305 : 
‘timism ‘too saccharine’, “too idyllic’ for his taste. The | 
world we know is a Amorliste and epic kind of universe’, — 
the hall-mark of which is progress through effort. Ab- 
~— solutism alone, he admits, can give a sense of security, an _ 
assurance, that is to say, of the eventual, or rather of the 
eternal, triumph of good. *But James finds himself ‘ willing 
to take the universe to be really dangerous and adventurous’, - 
‘a universe with only a fighting chance of safety ’. reo The : 
| ordinary moralistic state of mind makes the salvatiomof the 
world conditional upon ps success with which each unit | 
does its part.’ ? 2 
There is no denying the stirring quality of Professor | 
James’s philosophy and the appeal it makes to our active _ 
nature. But can we hope to find in the characteristics of | 
our own practical activity a description in ultimate terms 
- of the fundamental nature of the universe? James began 
by: appealing to religious usage in support of his view of nd 
a struggling deity and a progressing world. But ‘moral- = | 
istic’, as we find, is the epithet which he tends on the = 
whole to associate with his doctrine of Meliorism; and — 
- he admits that ‘many persons would refuse to call the 
ce pluralistic scheme religious at all’, reserving that word for 4 
the monistic scheme, glone.* He: speaks himself in this” 
sense of ‘ religious optimism ’, and of taking sides for his _ ee 
own part with the ‘more moralistic view ’,°and again he ee 
describes his position as ‘ moralistic mlicion | Now ite 
| has been rightly said that a philosophy may. be ultimately nee Sees 
tested by its ability ‘to reconcile the attitudes and postin ee 
Q — dates” of morality and religion’; but it. is almost a Philo | 
- sophical commonplace. that the attitudes: and postulates Ie 
thé two cases are not the same. _ However it may be. with - Ais 
- Popular religion, the ae exptessions: of _Feligious: faith ere 










ee Proginaticns cheb viii. | PO oa cle ee Ae 
a Varieties of Religious Experience 9 58, 7 Ae 
| * Pragmatism, 0. 203... peut a os “Tid, Dp. 956 gor. 












and. sotiges the ‘utterances ce the: saints, the pelizious” 


1 : i experts—appear quite | irreconcilable with the pluralistic | . ) 
conception of a finite God, an unfinished world and a dubious _ 
oe ' fight. In fact, it is not too much to say, with Mr. ‘Bradley, 









é 


ae ae to make the moral point of view absolute ’ is ta have 


- foe ‘broken with every considerable religion ’.? Fhe. victory 
Sees for which morality fights 1s for religion already, or rather | 






eternally, won; and it is the assurance of this victéry which — : 


inspires” the finite subject with courage and. Confidence in 


os his individual struggle. For it is a significant fact that the 









apparent contradiction between the two standpoints, on 


which James enlarges in his attacks on monism, is a prod-— a 


uct of philosophital reflection, and does not exist for the : 


religious man himself. On the contrary, as “experience — 
abundantly shows, the assurance of victory won and recon-— 


ciliation achieved is the most powerful dynamic that can be 
supplied to morality. if 
It may be, as James often suggests, that there’are other _ 
than merely logical considerations involved in the decision _ 
between monism and pluralism. In an intellectual aspect, 
it is the alternative between the idea of a system and the 
idea of an aggregate, and I confess that I find it impossible 
to reduce the universe to a mere ‘ 


were possible to think of the universe as a collocation of 






fe _ independent facts existing each in its own right, a sheer _ | 


ee materialism would seem the most natural form for such _ 











a view to take. To. conceive a Being of transcendent 


> intelligence and goodness as no more than one of the facts 


i an the universe, seems to make it harder than ever to think a 


and ’. ’, Moreover, if it. @ 


| of other. facts as just happening to be there along with him ots ae! 


: : cnet happening to, exist also, and getting in hi 5 way | 


; at all, “aad it seems “imposible to conceive it otherwise than 


Se = Aeneorance « and A Kealtty, p D. 500. ak oo 


as central and all-explaining. — oTt. appears tor me e Griing: with LS ‘ 








ae : THE ABSOLUTE DREAMER | 307 
one’s intellect to ale a fancy-hictute af the - universe as 
a casual collection of independent items. That. anything 
_ should exist at all, it has been said, is an unfathomable 
mystery. Perhaps on that account it seems impossible to 
_ think of what exists otherwise than asa single whole, refer- 


able in all its parts to a single principle. *And as Beauty 
has been called its own excuse for being, so intelligence or 


_ Mind, of which beauty is one expression, may be said in a. 


larger sense to furnish its own raison d’étre. ae 
- Méreover, a Pluralism like James’s, put forward avowedly 

as an assertion of the teality of finite experience, may be 
shown to be in great part due to the pre-conceived idea of © 
the Absolute from which it is the reaction. There is no- 
doubt much excuse for that idea in the statements of 
idealists, but it is nevertheless erroneous. The Absolute is 
conceived by James from beginning to end of his polemic 
as,purely cognitive, not the doer and sufferer in the world’s 
life, but an eternally perfect spectator of the play. Finite 
beings are always represented, therefore, as the objects of 
_ the Absolute. ‘To be, on this scheme’, he says, ‘is, on the 
part of a finite thing, to be an object for the Absolute, and 
-on the part of the Absolute it is to be the thinker of that 
; assemblage of objects.’ The All-knower is one of his most 


on : frequent terms for? the Absolute. The absolute mind 


‘makes the partial facts by thinking them, just as we make 


objects in a dream by dreaming them, or personages in 7 _ pees 
ea story by imagining them’.’ All ‘through the volume, 


_ A Pluralistic Universe, we have this analogy of the dream 


or the story repeated. We hear of ‘the cosmic novel’, 
. ‘the tale which the absolute reader finds so perfect’, ‘the Ee 


- spectacle or world-romance offered to itself by the absolute’, - 
‘the sort of world. which the absvlute was pleased to offer ; 


Bs ~ to itself as a spectacle ’.? - And there is a significant passage ee 


in which, with the truer view in in oh fis deliberately rejects: <7 


a aA Pluralistic Universes D. 8 ne oe 7 Ibid. pp. 8, 49, 118, 126. 
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a and eqpigus hig own pre-coneeived idea of whit the | 
pee _ Absolute must be. A critic is supposed to suggest that we, 
nag finite minds, are ‘constituents’ of the Absolute, that it: 
Oe ge, in our Is and cannot live without us; but James 
retorts that 


a feat oe such’, he reiterates, ~ has obj ec ts, not constituents.’ * - | That 


og things) endured by those who are personages in. ‘the plot. — 


without having any finite spectators to come in and add to” 

what is perfect already their innumerable imperfect mangers 

of seeing the same spectacle. Why, in shorf, ‘should — 

_ the Absolute ever have lapsed from the perfection of its own — 

re PS integral experience of things and refracted itself into. all : 
Senet our finite experiences?’ ? an 

| The metaphor, as I say, is halting, but the question eee vi 
the old difficulty which we discussed | in connexion with the 


fr all, why God or the Idea ever issued from its antemun-— : 


coe Person who, apparently ° out of his mere good pleastire, 


ee his is ‘employing pluralistic: weapons and oo oe 
pees thereby giving” up the absolutist case’. ‘The “Absolute ag aya 


fees being so, we have the familiar contrast between “the static. | . 
eG timeless perfect Absolute’ and the moving World of: foal 2 

events, or between ‘the stagnant felicity’ of the absolute 
os novel-reader and the stress and strain (not to mention ‘worse ieee 


Or, stretching the metaphor a little, he asks why, if the — 
spectacle offered to itself by the Absolute is in the Absolute’ os } 
eyes perfect, should the affair not remain on just those terms, 


idea of creation—the question why there is a finite worldeat — a | 


ae : dane self- sufficiency. ‘And we set the question aside'as 0%, 
oo based on an un justifiable substantiation of God apart from che ea, 
ere the world of his manifestation—a substantiation — fora” . 
ee which, in the nature of the case, no evidence can be forthe 
oe coming. | James’ S Absolute is just such a self-contained a een 


gives. himself the spectacle of the costnic drama—as_ to 











4 Pluralistic Universe, P. 123. 


‘were pour se. distraire ou pour passer le temps. | It is. oe a 
garded at any rate as. eoliineing: his felicity. | Now I: me 





— | Tidy wo 18-20. a 
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‘far oe denying that chapter and verse, fai ghtebe quoted 
_ from absolutist as well as theistic writers in support of this 

inhuman conception: one need not go further, indeed, 
than Mr. Bradley’s speculation about the Ajsolute enjoy- 
ing the balance of pleasure distilled, as it were, from the 
| delights and agonies of finfte agents, to find some justifi- 
cation for James’s way of putting things. And we saw Mr. 
Bradley also at a loss to know ‘ why the Absolute divides 


itself into finite centres’, seeing that in its ‘single and all- — 


absorbing experience ’ they entirely cease to exist as such. 
This, as I have pointed out, is only one of two currents of 
thought in Mr. Bradley’s philosophical work; but it was 
the aloofness—the in-itselfness, as we. might call it—of . 
his Absolute, which made the stronger impressign on con- 
temporary thought. And just this feature is shared by 
the Absolute with the ordinary theological idea of God—the 
idea of a God without a universe, a pre-existent, self-cen- 
—tred, and absolutely self-sufficient Being, eternally realizing 


a bliss ineffable in the contemplation of his own perfec- 
tion. No wonder that there seems no passage from such a 
Being to the imperfect world of our experience. But the 
a7 analysis we undertook, in two previous lectures, of the 


ideas @f creation and purpose applied to the universe as a 


| while led us definitely to abandon this conception of the | 
divine; and I suggested that many of our difficulties are 


oo : created for us by the abstract idea of perfection with eee 


we start. To reach any credible theory of the relation of _ eae 


- God and man we must, in fact, profoundly transform the 2 


- traditional idea of God. 


| * Otthadox: oe is 5 defined by Professor Flint * as ' “the ee 
doctrine that the universe owes it8 existence and its con- 

a tinuance in existence to the reason and will of self-existent | J ey 

Being, who. is ‘infinitely. powerful, wise and 1 oe Me Bate 


. . 2 * Theism, B. 38. igi edition). 
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oe this spotle of ours, so , scarred by suffering, SO y detaced by: | ; 







—. ~ wickedness, sO entangled, as it often seems, inthe meshes of 


cy aE non-rational contingency—how dare we trace such a world 


oe to the ‘reasopl and will of a perfect Being as its sole exe a: 


-plaining causg? Here Pluralism, in one or other of its many _ . 





























forms, is 80 obviously, on the’ "surface, what Ja Ames calls it, : 

- ns the Tine of least. resistance, that one cat hardly, wonder at ong 
ees the welcome it receives, God is truly. good, said Plato, and: : 
 cantfot be the cause of any evil. But what then of these. 


sinister and disconcerting features? Here are the ultimate cee 


difficulties of a theistic monism.. When the problem 98.0. a. 


- forced upon us,:Plato goes on to say, we must find outa 
theory to save the situation.. In the case of suffering, fore > 
example, we must say that what God did was righteous atid _ 
good, and that the sufferers were chastened for their profit?) 


From the days of Job and his comforters, the devising of 


such theodicies—theories to save the situation—has beefithe __ 

main business of theology and theological metaphysics. hae 
- Plato himself, as we incidentally saw,? has his own way of 
escape from the difficulty; and it consists essentially in sav- 


ing goodness at the expense of omnipotence. ‘ We must be — ee 


: : prepared to deny that God is the cause of all things” , he - a 
tells us in the same context; ‘ what is good we mustrascribe 


to no other than God, but we must seek elsewhere, and‘not. 
m in him, the causes of what is evil.’ Put in ‘metaphysical 
: terms, this means that our explanation of the course of the oe 
__ world must take account, not only of a divine intelligence 
and goodness, but also of the clogging and thwarting agency. 06 
os oot the material in which the divine Idea seeks embodiment. Shenae 
fae But this is to ascribe to matter an independent and: como: 

eternal: reality, and thus 4o set a principle. of unreastn. along- eeu 


side of or over-against. ‘the purposive action of reason. ‘rep- Leet nk 


z Republic, 3 70, > 
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_ resented by. the Idea of the Good. _ Greek thought, omthe 
whole, ‘Tepresents: the divine action in this way, as. that of | en 


ete 2 co TE GREEK SOLUTION | ae 


an saticer limited by the qualities. of his. thaterial, and :* 


consequently surrenders the idea of the universe as a perfect : 
and coherent whole—the active manifestation of a single 
a principle. This way of escape is not “opert to. ordinary 
__ theism; which represents God as creator in thg fullest sense ; 
and it is of ‘course repudiatéd by Absolutism, which is pre- 
_ cisely the assertion of a perfect and coherent whole. But. 
the empirical facts aré so hard to reconcile with such a thesis, | 


_ that, in, one direction. or another, the need is felt to quality a 


the idea of absolute or abstract omnipotence by: the 1 recog- 
tg nition ‘of limiting conditions. a | 


If we turn once more_ ‘to Hume, with ee these s 


: 2 lectures” began, we find the dualistic or Manichaean _ 
| hypothesis: of two warring principles of goods and evil, 





which is readily suggested by the phenomena of the moral 
_ world, conclusively dismissed as inconsistent with ‘the 
| uniformity. and steadiness of general laws’. But Hume 


makes Cleanthes grasp at the idea of a finite deity as a way 
_.. out of the difficulties. ‘ Supposing the Author of Nature to. 
be finitely perfect, though far exceeding mankind, a satis- 
factory account may then be given of natural and moral 
evil, and every untoward phenomenon be explained and 
a adjusted. _ A less evil mgay then be chosen, in order to avoid — 
a gteater ; inconveniences be submitted to, in omer to reach 


a desirable end; and, in a word, benevolence, regulated by 
wisdom and limited by necessity, may produce just: such a. se 
world: as the present.’* But although Philo is invited, awith 2 eae 
something like real eagerness, to give his opition of ‘this... "on 
new theory’, the suggestion is not developed i in the sequel ee 
08 the Dialogues, and perhaps Hume means us to under- Sade 
ofgtand: that he. regards : it also as inconsistent with the power- als 














: ful impression of unity which the | universe produces. Ttis, 2s 
& however, as is well known, the position adopted by J. SMa 


abe a Dialogues, ¥ Part XL 








a his ‘posthumous Essays on Religion. “Anmiectenes is dis- oa Se 
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| = aaa by Mill on account of the inapossibility of ' reconcll: ~ 
ing infinite benevolence and justice with infinite power in the 
Creator of such, a world as this’. T he limitation of power 


She considerstto ‘be most probably due to the qualities of the 


ia e's - material with, which he had to deal; for ‘there is im nature 

ao no reason whatever to suppose that either matter or force 

or any of their properties were made by the Being who was 

ooo S the author of the collocations by which the world is adapted oe 
tO what we consider its purposes or that he has pewer to 

alter any of those properties ’ ke [then] we stippose limi- 

_ tation of power, there is nothing to contradict. the supposi- | 
tion of perfect knowledge and absolute wisdom. ... But = 
nothing obliges us to suppose that either the knowledge OF 
the skill 4s infinite’. Similarly of the moral attributes: 

-€Grant that creative power was limited by conditions, the 
nature and extent of which are wholly unknown to us, and 


the goodness and justice of the Creator may be all that the 


most pious believe.’ But if we look simply at “the general 
indications of the evidence available, we find that the greater 
part of the adaptation in nature is not directed toa moral > 





end at all, but simply to keep the living machine going. ne 
still, a certain balance of evidence remains in favour ofa 


‘benevolent purpose’; ‘it does spoear that, granting the 


existence of design, ete is a preponderance of evidence ioe 


that the Creator desired the pleasure of his creatures’. 


_ ‘But to jump from this to the inference that his sole or chief.” 
purposes are those of benevolence, and that the single end oe 


oe and aim of creation was the happiness of: his creatures, ds oe 

“eccnot only not justified by any evidence, but is a conclusion i Ineo ley 
opposition to such evidence as we have. If the motive of “ 
the Deity for creating sentient beings was the happiness of oe fe 
ceo the beings he created, his purpose, in our corner of the uni- 
_-verse at least, must be pronounced, taking past ages and all 
countries and races into account, to have been thus far anes: 
ignominious. failure; and if God had 1 nO PHBE but our ae te 
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; happiness and that of other living creatures, it 18 net cr edible 
3 that he would have called them into existence. with the” 
= prospect of being so completely baffled.’ | | es 
_ The two points that stand out in these arguments—and | 
the arguments may be taken as typical—are, in the first 
place, the stress laid on the idea of omnipotence, and 
secondly, the purely hedonistic character of the ideal con- 
a templated. The conception of omnipotence has been much . 
-abused,by controversialists. Mere power is, in any ‘case, 
the earliest and crudest sptedicate of the divine: God is 
conceived as the All-powerful long before he is thought of a 
asthe All-good. The ethical attributes of justiceand benevo-_ 
lence are not, in fact, transferred to the deity till man him- 
self has grasped the moral concepts in their purityy and risen 
a to the idea of a cosmic law of right and wrong and a will 
_ untouched by envy or malevolence. Moreover, by primitive | 
 thorfght power is inevitably conceived in terms of physical | 
af force; and so the power of the god i is simply the irresistible  -—* 
- force with which he crushes opposition and condignly 
ce punishes the disobedient.* His will, in the absence of any — 
ethical content, is the abstraction of empty or arbitrary will, 
-assuch. Itis the will of a despot. And we must remember 
HOW closely the assocjations of oriental monarchy have 
oe _wolind themselves round the God-idea. The papular use of 
oo Sthe Almighty ’ , aS an appellation of the Divine Being, may 
be said, with some truth, to perpetuate. the pretensions of — 
ce these potentates: and the flatteries of their helpless subjects. — | 
‘Tn itself, the predicate completely lacks the element of value, 9 
for it simply means able to do anything. | ~The philosophical oh a - Se | 
: and theological. discussion about omnipotence has its s-origin : e eye nae 











ao thven atter the deity hing come to be combelved as the ae of that SP as 
: ° moral law, the same. idea of the divine power is found persisting, e.g. : e : BO Bis Fa ae 
aM Locke’s account of ‘ ‘the true ground of morality’ as being ‘the will ee 
and law of a God who sees men in the dark, has in his hands rewards 
anid: punishments, and Bove snongh ¢ to > call to account ‘the e proudest: en a ae 
tee (Ese. f 3. Oe oe es ee 
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Aan the same. Ss elvcle of | and just as Canute’s 5 flatterers oe 
rie sought to persuade him that he could command the oncoming oe 
waves, so some writers, with more zeal than knowledge, 

have thought ge exalt the divine prerogative by representing | 
oo5 0-5 both truth and | morality as dependent, in their structure, on 
the arbitrary fiat of God, and by asserting his power to 
Be compass: intellectual and moral contradictions. And, even 
in our own day, "Dr. McTaggart has thought it"worth his 
pee whil€ to devote some twenty pages to the batren argument oe : 
that God is not omnipotent, because He ‘cannot. override of 
i the laws of Identity, Contradiction, and Excluded Middle, 0. 
and similar necessities of thought or action. But to affirm ae. 

— ommipotence in such a sense is unmeaning, and therefore to a. 
deny it is ynnecessary. Omnipotence can only mean—asI 
find it expressed in a recent Catholic manual—the power | 

‘to. effect whatever is not intrinsically impossible’. The a 
ae : intrinsic necessities which govern the possibilities are not, | 
ae because they are called intrinsic, to be regarded‘as a meta- ee 

‘physical fate behind God, or an impersonal system of = 

- ‘eternal truths’ to which He is forced to submit. The 
-. foundations of the intelligible universe are the necessities ee 
of the divine nature itself; and to separate God’s Being, as a 
Power or Will, from. his Nature ,is the ultimate form of a 
oo ghat apotheosis of the empty Ego which we have already oe 
repeatedly condemned. This has long been recognized by 05008) 
responsible thinkers, theologians as well as philosophers, in. 
_ regard to the fundamental conditions of intellectual con Var ee 
_ herence; but there is not always the same clearness as 
a regards the conditions of moral experience, although these” 05.0" 
are as inexorable as any law of thought and no less founded Oe 
8 in the nature of things : ag A 
ek. The failure to realize the tinidametital presuppositions: of ee 
. ‘the moral life is strikingly exemplified i in the sequel of Mill Sos | 
argument. ‘For he goes: on to. comment on the. fact that ee 
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man, ‘ by the exercise of his own energies for the improve- _ 
ment both of himself and of his outward circtumstances ’, has | 
“the power to do for himself and other creatures vastly more 
than God had i in the first instance done’, “And his comment | 
1s that it is ‘a — strange supposition to make concerning 
the Deity +. . to suppose* that he could not in the first 
instance create anything better than a Bosjesmayn or an 


“Andaman islander, or something still lower, and Stare — 


to endow the’ Bosjesman or the Andaman islander with the _ 
power of raising himself into a Newton or a Fénelon’. 
‘We tertainly do not know the nature of the barriers which 
limit the divine omnipotence ’, he concludes, ‘but it isa very — 
odd notion of them that they enable the Deity to confer on 
an almost bestial creature the power of producing by a suc- 
cession of efforts what God himself had no other means of 
creating.’ An honest controversialist will admit the dark 
features of the long-drawn-out process—its severity and 
apparent ‘wastefulness—features which sometimes appear 


to us intolerable; but as regards the general principle, how 
-. (we may reply to Mill) can we conceive a moral being to be 





created at all except by allowing him to make himself in 


the stress of circumstance and temptation? And the same 


. thing holds of the intellectual process : how but by ceaseless _ 
effort and the conquest of difficulties can the thews of the 


: F mind be developed and strengthened: ie Mir S notion of out- : eae ee 

| right creation—everything done by God ‘in the first in- 

stance "might give us a world of automata receiving their 
a: daily doles of pleasure , but it could ‘etre us s neither the emmds ve He 


Ve nor the characters we know. | oe 
’ . The thought underlying such passages: recalls us, Wheres © ee 


sf foré, tq: the second feature which - we ‘noted as common tothe oe: . 
. : | arguments of Hume and Mill, the® curious inability. of both hse Shaky s 
to see beyond a purely hedonistic ideal. It is striking, when 
one : returns upon Hume’s discussion of theism, to find how. es 
_soinpletely: the argomaent ¢ moves BDO ‘hedonistic ¢ ground— Ae 
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eos “the ' misery af man as inconsistent with the ‘ ascplenice” ' a 
OP Dog. God. “Why is there any, misery, at. all in the world?’ — 
Hume dskees! why did God not ‘render the whole world © 
a happy’, seeingg that he is supposed to have the power todo 
loge sor. Or: again ; ‘The course of nature tends not to humar 
or animal felicity, therefore it "is: not established for that 


purpose, . . ein what respect, then, do [God’s] | benevo- 


dence and mercy resemble the benevolence and mercy Of or... 
wo men! 22 This is put forward as clinching the argument. 
_ The felicity of his creatures being apparently the only con- 
- ceivable object of a benevolent creator, the existence of Suite 
_ fering makes it impossible to believe in the benevolence. And — . 
this is almost more strongly marked in the parallel discus- ee 
sion by Mijl. Evidence for ‘a benevolent purpose’ is, for 
Mill also, ‘ evidence that the Creator desired the pleasure of | 


his creatures’. But, as we have just seen, effort, difficulty, 


hardship, pain, seem to be involved in any kind of moral 
world which we can really conceive, or in any world which 
is really worth having; and the end of such a world would 


seem to be, by the operation of such factors, ‘the making of © oe 
‘souls,’ something very different from ‘the human and 


_ animal felicity’ which Hume’s ‘bon Dieu’ is supposed to. ao - 
aim at. Terms like pleasure, felicity, even happiness, keep ae 


us at the level of individual and quasi-passive enjoyment. ao ee 


oe To be true to the highest and deepest experiences of life, we | 

| a must substitute some larger term like satis faction—for satis- 
ee faction, of course, there. must be, even in the completest sac- CEA 

 rifice of self. But though we may possibly feel it not inap- 

_ propriate to speak of such satisfaction as happiness, we 
CO ; - should not. dream of calling it pleasure. ‘Need af do more Hones 
_ than recall the well-known passage at the close of Romola? 
i “We can only have the highest happiness, ‘stich as goes along ° | 
| with being. a great man, by having wide thoughts and much oy 
ee feeling for the rest of the world as well as. for y Oatselres; ae 


a * Dialogues, Parts x and XL 
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and this sort of happiness often brings sO mucl pain with it, 
| that we can only tell it from pain by its being what we 
should choose before any thing else, because our souls see it 
is good.’ The universe is not perfect in “the sense that it | 
contains nothing but undiluted enjoyment. We degrade it 
toachild’s paradise in so conéeivingit. Itisnot perfect in the 
sense that there is no evil in it; for it is equally childish to _ 
imagine that good can exist fora finite creature except. as. 
the conquest “of evil.* Self-contradictory and thoughtless — | 
ideals blind us to the nature of reality. We have spoken _ 
much*in the earlier lectures of the reality of ideals, as the. 
: ESSER Ce of the infinite in our finite lives, carrying us beyond | 
the ‘is’ of actual achievement. But the ideals that are true 
and fruitful are struck out, or become obvious, in the stress 
of actual experience, and are only the fundamental structure 
of reality coming to fuller expression. | 
/ What, then, is the conception of God to which our argu- 
_ ment finally points? More than once the conclusion has 
-- been forced upon us that, if we are to reach any credible 
theory of the relations of God and man, the traditional idea 
of God must be profoundly transformed. The direction 
which that transformation should take must now be fairly 
ae obvioys. The traditional idea, toa large extent an inherit- 
—artce of philosophy from theology, may be_ not unfairly — ee 
described as a fusion of the primitive monarchical ideal with oon Oe. 
au Aristotle’s s conception of the Eternal Thinker. The two. ae . ee 
conceptions thus fused are, of course, very different; for 
hts power, which is the main constituent of the former, has, in (A 
ee the ordinary sense, no place at all in -Aristotle’s speculative oe 
ne : ideal spat mere? 1S common to both the idea of a pelfeene : : oe 












oy oh It sone : arahee to and Dr. Rashdl saying ina pecent essay. on ee 

ee ‘The Problem of Evil’: ‘We see how individual characteris tried and 
- strengthened by the struggle with. temptation and difficulty, with evil. a, 

within and evil: without. But why there should be this conditioning ‘of eta ge es 

good by evil we cannot oy , et Faith and the War, 2, Pact ee hele EN RE og 
ae aren mings 0 oe 


ieee. 
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at -tred life aaa a consequent aloofness Fron the wera: Prime ota 
itive man was inured to an. arbitrary despotism which uses - So 
power for selfish aggrandizement and luxury, and seesinthe 
oh ae subject. popul tidhs only the instruments of its own pomp — 
he ~yand glory; ane the attitude of the Oriental ruler to his people ‘ 
Seon ee edge half-uncensdiously transferretl by the worshipper to his 
Se god. And although the relationship became. purged i in time oo. 
Boe ee its baser features, and might be. characterized, “as in the — 8 
oo ease Of Israel and Jahve, bya singular intimacy and dey x th of eu 
— feeling, still the conception of God remains that ofa purely Pe 
transcendent Being, whose own life is not involved in the 
i fortunes of mankind. ‘God is good to Israel,’ and Hig. fos: 
‘graciousness’ is often recorded; but his graciousness. still Pod 
resembles the condescension of a prince from his own ie en 
princely sphere, an act of kindness which costs him nothing. ‘ 
And the purely intellectual character of Aristotle’s ideal 
gives it the same aloofness we have noted from the wortd’s — 
life. It is the ideal of the scholar and thinker who retires 
into his own thoughts, and finds there his highest happiness. 
The life of God, Aristotle says, ‘is like the highest kind of 
activity with us, but while we can maintain it but a short 
time, with him it is eternal’; and as all unimpeded function 
is accompanied by pleasure, so, in this unbroken actiyity of 
ae contemplative thought, God realizes a a stipreme and eterttal 
- blessedness. “Standing outside of the process, Aristotle’s 
God is the world’s ideal; he is said to move the world, ag, 
the object of the world’s desire. But how much isleft out = 
BS Oe. such a conception! The world strains after God i in love | 
“eo and longing, but there is no word of that prior love of God 
_ to the world which is the condition of finite love and aspie es 
gation. ‘We love him because he first loved us.’+,In"his 
account of the relation ofthe world to God, it has been said 
_ ‘Aristotle seems always to move upward and not. downe 
wards. He seems always to be showing that the finite world . 2s 
annot be conceived t to 0 be completes and independent, and. that 2 , 
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“its existence therefore must be referred back tg Goa: but not * | 
that in the nature of God, as he describes it, there is any ne-. 


ccessity or reason for the existence of the wérld.’? ‘The 


time had not yet come ’ , Says Erdmann, “when God would _ 
- be known as the God that took on himself NOVOS, labour, 

without which the life of God were’one of hegrtless ease, | 
troubled with nothing, while with it alone he 1s Love and 


_ Creator.” 


: Both fies writers point to the ies view of the satiate ee | 
of God contained i in the Christian doctrine of the Incarna- 
tion.e But it must be confessed that the speculative truth — 
_ expressed in the central doctrine of the, new religion has _ 
seldom been taken seriously—taken i in bitter earnest—either — 
in Christian theology or in the metaphysical idealism which. 


has grown up under the same influences. The God of pop- 
ular Christian theology is still the far-off, self-involved, 
abstractly perfect and eternally blessed God of pure Mono- 
theism, imherited instincts combining with the potent’ in- 


fluence of Greek philosophy to stifle what was most 

characteristic in the world-view of the new faith, Few. 
things are more disheartening to the philosophical student of - 
religion than the way in which the implications of the doc- | 
es trine ¢ of the Incarnation are evaded in popular theology by 
dividing the function$ of Deity between the Father and the = 

ee? Sony conceived practically as two distinct personalities Ore 
centres of consciousness, the Father perpetuating the Old ; 
-monarchical ideal and the incarnation of the Son being = 
ev limited toa single historical individual.’ _ Grosser still, eC ae 


ot ‘Edward Caird, Theology in the Greek Philosophers, vol. ii, . 3 
2 Grundriss der Geschichte der Philosophie, section 87. 


ao a . Sah revising these lectures I have been pleased to find sche support pod ea age 
ee for the View here expressed i ina suggestive paper by Dr. Streeter,.*"The: 900 oo 
-.. Suffering of God’ (Hibbert Journal, April. 1914). Dr. Streeter points Pa ee 
cook ett that, although the formula of. Athanasius was embodied in the ue ie 
reeds, ‘so far as the imagination of the Church is concerned it has. 
really been the Arian who has triumphed’. ‘Hebrew and Greek tradi- eG 

AG = Hon combined i in representing God as Hpbscenident and impassitite, a ae 
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oo ever, is the shaxecialisen which has succeeded : in trdustorming at 
Cor the profound . doctrine of the Spirit, as the ultimate expres- i 
2 sion of the. unity. and communion of God and man, into the 
ia Rouen of anotker : ‘distinct Being a third centre of conscious- | 
oo ness. mysteriously 1 united, with the other two. ~The accidents a 
Loe Janguagé have. combined with the. ingrained thaterialism 
of our ofdinary thinking to make the doctrine of the Trinity _ 
SESS a | a ‘supra-rational mystery concerning the inner. constitution Ba 
oe of" ‘a transcendent Godhead, instead of the profoundest-and oe ae 
Coa therefore the most intelligible, attempt to a the ins ce 
_ 7 dwelling of God in man. | - : | 
‘What was the secret of Christianity, the new interpreta | 
| . tion of life by which it conquered the world? The answer is | ; x | 
in a sense a,commonplace. It was the lesson of sel f-sacri- 
fice, of life for others, precisely through which, nevertheless, _ | 





the truest and intensest realization of the self was to be at- 
tained—in the Pauline phrase, dying to live, in the wortls .. 
of Jesus, losing one’s life to find it. This is the heavenly © 


~ wisdom, which commanded the homage even of the self- 
; centred Goethe : 


Und so lang du das nicht hast, 
Dieses: Stirb und werde, 


Bist du nur ein tribete Gast | —— a 
Auf der dunklen Erde. | 19 3 


This conception of the meaning of life, embodied in “the 
nn figure of One who spoke of Himself as being among men as 


accordingly « the doctrine of the impassibility of God became | a postulate ; 
of theology. ... Men still spoke of the love of God: they only really 


: rh meant it when they thought of God the Son; clemency at most—a royal — | a 
_ prerogative—was imagined of the Father... . The Christian Creed 


aaa oo acknowledges but one God and one quality of Godhead-—co far Atha- 

-. masius won his cause; but the Christian imagination has been dewven by 
pe this postulate of the impassibility of God to worship two. Side by side = 

sit throned in. heaven God the Father; omnipotent, unchangeable, impas-_ ms 

. sible, and on Ais right hand God the Son, ‘ “passus, crucifixus, mortuus, 
ee _resurrectus”. What is this but Arianism, routed in the field of intellece 
tes tga, definition, triumphing in the more important ie 2 the imagi- a. ae 
Re cas Presentation ihe the abject of fhe belief?” a | ee 








_ simply as an illusion, and defining Reality, i in contrast with 
-- #, as the perpetual undimmed enjoyment of a static per- 


a own: experience. And if so, the omnipotence of God wil oe 
mean neither the tawdry trappings | of regal pomp nor the are 


ness and love to enlighten tle grossest darkness and See 
Le hoe ‘melt. the hardest | heart. — ‘We needs must: love. the ee ey 





S _— divine ‘prerogative to ) seek No. other: means: of ‘triumph— 
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one that serveth, this was the victory whichs oyercame ‘the 7 
world. It is the final abandonment: of the hedonistic ideal, 
through the recognition of the inherent. emptiness of the 
self-centred life. The whole standard of judgement upon — 
_ life and the purpose of the world is accordingly changed. 
And here ‘the bearing of *the change upon otft tee 
becomes apparent. ie 
For if this i is the deepest insight into hana life, ‘must oe . 
| not also recognize it as the open secret of the unfverse? 
That is the conclusion to which we have been led up more 
than’ once already i in the course of these lectures: no God, 
or Absolute, existing in solitary bliss. and perfection, but a 
God who lives in the perpetual giving of himself, who 
shares the life of his finite creatures, bearing i Jn and with 
them the whole burden of their finitude, their sinful wander- 
ings and sorrows, and the suffering without which they can- 
not be made perfect. It is the fundamental structure Sok. 
reality which we are seeking to determine. For that surely 
is the meaning of all discussion as to the being and nature 
of God. In this ultimate instance, therefore, we cannot 
expect to gain an insight into that structure by passing 
altogether from the process of the finite life, treating it 


* 


Fa 


- fection. To do so would be to abandon the principle which © Ss 
= has guided us throughout. We must interpret the divine cee es 
on the analogy of what we feel to. be profoundest in our: en ces 


irresistible might of a physical force. The divine om- : es : 
-nipotence consists in, the all-cgmpelling power of good- bes ae se ‘ 


highest when we see* ate Te is” of the: essence OF: the | aoe 
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as. inideed:g4 weal. triumph. is possible on no vides terms.’ 


A : And thus, for a metaphysic. which has emancipate dh itsel i re 
Yoo from physical categories, the ultimate conception on God i ise 


not. that of a ‘pre-existent. Creator but, as itis for religion, a. 


Ag oe . that: of the eternal Redeemer of the world. This perpetual oe 

-* process is the very life of God, tn which, besideS the effort 
hon. amd: the ain, He tastes, we must pater, the j doy of victory : 

won. a ee 

Buf although, from the divine point oft view, , the acess a 






ae | oo that | is “not to be taken a as s implying that we have to do, as _ 





. the conflict is faekely a make-believe and ihe: j issue a adore Bp o 
gone conclysion. T here is a well-known passage of Hegel ae 


which has always seemed to me to lend colour to such a sug- 
gestion. ‘Within the range of the finite’, he says, ‘ we can 
never see or experience that the End has been really securéd. 


The consummation of the infinite End, therefore, consists 


- merely in removing the illusion which makes it seem yet un- — 
accomplished. The Good, the absolutely Good, is eternally 
~ accomplishing itself in the world, and the result is that it 


~~ needs not wait upon us, but is already by implication, as well 


B as in full actuality, accomplished. Fhis is the illusion ander. 
which we live, It alone supplies at the same time the actudl-_ 


a izing force on which the interest in the world depends. In 


ws the course of its process, the Idea creates that illusion by set- eek 


oe ting an antithesis to confront itself, and its action consists 
in getting rid of the illusion which it has created’? It will 


_-be noted that Hegel represents this illusion as the beneficent => 


ne source of our interest in the world and its doings. But can 





oe aN we hope to preserve that interest if we admit to oursalves— . a 


og * This, was finely brought out in the passage quoted from Professor vo ; 
: _ Howison, Supra, p. 319. : oe 
* Encyclopaedia, section 212, Wasi: (Walllace’s translatioti, 7 352). oe 


a ‘ oo —— by the Idea upon the finite cciaaa : 








“ Tauschung is the word used and four times repeated, meaning teal Ts 





even hoist it be sais in our See momegts—that i 1b 
is all a cleverly arranged deception? The view, as Hegel . 
_ here presents it, seems to me, I confess, to "paralyse our 
energies at their source ; if the antagonismg of the moral life 
are not real, then we have no standard of reality left. But : 








_ the impression produced by Hegel’s passage” is fue, im part “0+ 
_at least, to the intrusion of the time-perspective. For ifit 


4 false to place the divine consummation in the future as ‘ 
‘ong far-off divine event’, it is still more fiindaméntatly — 








false, in a practical regard, to represent it as a finished fact _ 


in the past. All the tenses of time are required to body _ 

_ forth the eternal, and if we use them all frankly, we reach i: 

a (we need not doubt) a practical truth. But if we attempt | 
a more speculative statement, the statement must be in 
terms of the present. The universe is in no sense a finished 
fact; it is an act, a continuous life or process which (to 
_ speak in terms of time) is perpetually being accomplished." 
Professor® Bosanquet has well said of the finite self that ‘a 


a _ true self is something to be made and won, to be held 


wee together with pains and labour, not something given to be 


ae enjoyed’ The Same must be true of the Absolute as the : “ 


perpetual reconstitution and victorious self-maintenance of 
the spiritual whole. gut if so, nothing could be more con- 
trary to the true spirit of the situation than tQ speak of the — 


end as already accomplished i in the sense that ‘it needs not eer 
wait upon us’; for it is in and through finite individuals that sgn 

- the divine triumph is worked out, and each of our actions 
ae and choices is therefore integral to the total result. Such a cena 









































view contains, accordingly, all the strenuousness, the sense Ps Be 


| bot uttermost reality i in the struggle, ¢ on a which Japies fightly ase - 
_ insistses o 


mo 2CE Leciire XIX, supra: Dp. oa 70. ee 




















8 Individuality and V alue, pi 338. CE, the words which Goethe le puts a 
Peet ‘into the mouth of Faust a few moments before his death: a aa gn Be 
Nur der verdient die Freiheit v wie das Leben, Ta ORS Es es eg 


Der teglich sie ¢ erobern Masse ee ae 
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oe Idealism in ‘all its varieties as'a.t flight. from, reality’, | 
—-gpecies of ‘ cowatdice ’ which celine at any price to see ine a 

reality is actually constituted. But whatever grounds there 
~ may be folj 





onciliation while clinging to the old idea of an omnipotent 
tator, we shall soon find ourselves exclaiming With James 


no God for human beings to appeal to’. But the whole | 
analogy of a superhuman Person and a carefully adjusted — 


-dous Fact we would explain. Creation, if the term ig to be : 
used in philosophy, must be taken, we found in a a previcus 


pene God. himself. The usefulness of the term creation consists, 
oe therefore, ‘in the emphasié it lays on the distinction implied, 


pe ae ae + Pragmatism, p B 43. 


os In rush the same way as. s James tends to treat* Absolutism - oo 
ge. ‘ae creed | for ‘the tender mide _ Nietzsche _ brands oe 


: \i this suggestion in the facile, optimism ‘of some 
idealistic writers, such a. charge can hardly | be brought Pe as 
: . against the view of God and the world which has. been dyes os 
ss dicated in the preceding. pages. - There are ‘féatures, af thes <0- : 
ie = world-process, I have admitted, te horrible that we. often feel.” a 
| - them to be frankly intolerable. The agonies. of helplegs sui - ; 
.. fering from age to age and the depths of infamy and cruelty yee 
: which the human record discloses—how are. facts. like these. me 
to be reconciled with the controlling presence of a principle i: 
of reason and goodness? Certainly if we attempt the rec- — 


and impassible Creator or an Absolute in the réle of spec- 


that ‘a God who can relish such superfluities of horror ig 
_ scheme is strangely inadequate to the nature of the tremen-_ ee . 


lecture, as expressing the essential nature of the divine 0030 
_ life; the revelation of the infinite in the finite is the eternal 
eae fact of the universe. But the finite world, as centred in Loe 

finite spirits, I have also contended, is not tobe regarded as 
og Mere: appearance, existing only from. the finite point Of Stas 

_ view; it is metaphysically real, as founded in the nature of 


eas being more than can be rendered in terms of substance : 
- and: mode. And one may recall j in this < connexion a a phrase ue 





"DOES. A WORLD IMPLY CASUALTY? Pp 


ao Hegel’ S, riddled by criticism, in which he speaks ‘ ft oF | 


Idea ‘ freely letting itself go’ into the externality of space ae 


and time and so appearing to itself as Nature. Without 


stirring the ashes of ancient controversies, "it is perhaps not 


altogether fanciful to read into the curious Para some rec- | 
-ognition of athe fact that the ‘ otherne&s ’ of the ¢ §nite is not. 
_a logical transparency, but brings with it a ‘real. ces: : 
and important consequences. | eae 
~The existetice of a finite world at all seems, in shot, %- 

r tavolve” the clash of individualities which tend to go their 


own way and seek their own ends. And if this involves 
jan element of contingency in the world of smoral action, the a 
same w ould seem to be true of the world® of nature which 


is the theatre of that action. Nature, we ar ued at an 
| earlier stage, may be regarded, on the large scale of history, 

as the instrument of man’s moral and intellectual education; 
but sthat does not mean that we are bound to take each of 


ee -nature’s happenings as the exponent of a particular moral 


purpose. The religious man will, no doubt, seek to accept 
whatever happens to him as from the hand of God, and 
by doing so he will make this account of the occurrence @ 
_ true, because he thereby transmutes the event into an instru- | 
ment of spiritual growth, But the spirit in which he meets 


the experience does not, I think, imply that he traces the 


event, as a natural occurrence, to the operation of a par- | 


ticular providence. And it is needless to say that such ise ees 
not the broad impression we derive from the facts of lifes Ee cee 
o£ One: shall be taken and another left.’ Contingency - ise 
"written across the face of nature—not in thesense that what = 
; Mappers: is not determined by natural law, but in the senge 0 Ee 
_ that*it appears to be only so. determined, and cannot, AN Its. ee 
detail, be brought within the scope Sf any rational or benef- Cp 
-icent purpose. _ | Contingency, casualty, or accident in this ee 
"sense was fr ankly recognized by Plato and Aristotle, the ‘great | ee 
_teleologists of the ¢ ancient t world, But whereas they + treat att vee 
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etely. as jaadance and defect, does not furthiée x ellectic - 


a training, 


a show, that jyst s such a world is better fitted to be. anurseof 

nye what | Ag: greatest | in human character than. any carefully 
3 adjusted scheme “of. moral discipline? ‘Nature i is more than 
-school of the moral virtues in the specific sense; 


| AG isan eleMlent, savage and. dangerous, into which. the human 
oe being: is thrown to. show what stuff he is made of—an “pene 
element testing with merciless severity his powers of courage - 























a ‘of. them depends,on Hhinaself. 


moulding of souls as ‘the chapter of accidents’;* yet 
that common phrase correctly enough describes the aspect _ 
Qf contingency in detail which seems to belong to ‘any 
. finite world that is more than an illusion. The contingence _ 
is, in the deepest view, contributory to—or rather an — 


poe aNd. @ndurance, but drawing from him thereby the, wmost 
gor which he is capable. Life fog the individual inv stich 
a medium is a series of opportunities, but the use e he iaalieg . 


It comes upon us at first with something of 3 a ‘ghouls el 
find Professor Bosanquet referring to this process of the 


essential condition of—the perfection of the whole, but it 
wears the appearance of a foreign element in which, and in 

ee “spite of which, the divine purpose is worked out; and it 
carries with it dangerous possibjlities—extremities _ ‘of. 
oe wickedness and of suffering, which it would be hard indéed. : 
to justify, if we considered them as specific parts of a delib- | 
erate plan. It is undoubtedly a source of ‘ the arduousness oe 
- “og fs reality ’, ‘but in the arduousness is rooted most. of the voc: 
-. grandeur of the world. And if we complain of the severity 
of the process, we constantly forget, as Professor Bosanquet 


oe urges, that ‘if we had our choice of pains, we should rile 









two. wolumese nO EEE Oe a 
| Mid. 9. 81. Ee eee 









out our own greatest opportunities ’. ’.? The sequel may show 
the: peience in ase as ‘the very gate: through oe 


re. te Value: and Destiny, Pp. 225, 28, but the idea runs s through b his Ee 
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xx THE OMNIPOTENCE OF LOVE | 


instances of ar 
oe Sorrow that is not sorrow but delights 
-And miserable love that is notpain 
To hear of, for the glory that redounds 
Therefrom to human kind and what we are, 


- No deeper foundation of Idealism Gaeta aaah tye’ ‘ 


- which we passed to a nobler life, And every day brings us 


_latestebook—the perception of the spirit's power to trans- 
form the very meaning of the past and to transmute every 
loss into a gain, ‘ finding even in the wors? of tragedies the. 
means of an otherwise impossible triumph,’? a triumph 
which but for that wrong or treason had never Been. This 
_ is the real omnipotence of atoning love, unweariedly creating 
goqd out of evil; and it is no far-off theological mystery 
but, God-+be thanked, the very texture of our huntm 
experience. ; aan . 


* The Problem of Christianity, vol. i, P. 310. 
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NOTE A. PAN. PSYCHISM » 


cee ° pe en een tt nenernpnnrnmertnmn nt ste hs ST ST ae 1% 


Mr. c A, Richardson, an, table pupit =f Profesebr Ward’, c 
_has- ehailenced my criticisms of Pan-psychism idl an article 
in Mind jor January 1919, since reprinted in his volume, o 
Spiritual Plurglism and Recent Philosophy. He seeks to in- 
validte, the objection (urged also by Professor Bona se 
that internality is imposséble without externality, and that it — 
‘is in fact as externalities and not as selves that material 
objects function in our experience, by drawing a distinction — 
between the immediate data of perception “and the existent « 
entities of which these ‘sense-data’ are the ‘ appearance ’ or 
_ ‘presentation’. * For pluralism the object of experience does 
not consist of other subjects but of the appearance of those 
other subjects to the individual subject considered” ‘An aw 
existent entity cannot be an object of knowledge’ and he 7 | 
'- presented object of experience is not itself to be classed as an ~ me 
existent entity, though it has being in the sense that it is there’ 
This no doubt correctly represents the theory and also the — 
- motives which underly it, but besides apparently reducing the 
objects of nature, as we apprehend. them, to subjective pro- 
cesses ain the mind of ghe percipient, it fails to deal with the 
| -unhaturalness of the hypothesis, of which I complained in the 
_ text. Normally any phenomenon or appearance expresses. the «208 
nature of the existent whose appearance itis; but,in the whole 
realm of the i inorganic at any rate, it cannot be contended that 
o there is anything | to suggest the -soul-centres which Pan- ae ee oh 
__psychism places behind every natural occurrence. They seem 
to obscure the nature of the facts rather than to render them 
oe more intelligible. “Hence the theory (I am constrained tO ten 
: peat) though capable of intellectual statement, seems to me 
in its universal application, to be without vital Poeatite: and, 1 heady 
: a that sense, to lack credibility. | ee 
As B regards the ‘Point. which I specially « criticised, the | at fe or ree 
Me | 
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ee tempt - eet physical laws: as ‘consolidated habits, themselves : — S cy 
the result of evolution, Mr. Richardson concedes much of what | 
ee contended “for, when he admits that ‘action is impossible = 
an _ without environment ’ and that ‘the monads must always have 
had some nature. Hence he presents the theory ina distinctly = 
~« limited fory : By theeevolution of natural laws, the pluralist 
puke simply ‘mea < that the laws of nature did not. always exist in 
cone: thelr: present relatively fixed form.” - i quite agree, with him 
Oe at: ‘Jaws are not, as it were, imposed upon things from with- 
SE omy bat are merely descriptions of the way in which things es 
cee ‘beliave.’ ~ But no such independent substantiation of laws was 
ce involved in my argument. What I sought to. press honfe was 8, 
that habits of action cannot be acquired except in. the face’ af ©. 9. | 
a definite system df conditions to which the creature reacts, and 
- that the resulting response is determined by the joint nature = es | 
| ( 









of the interacting factors. But Mr. Peirce’s theory appears to’ 

build upon a spontaneity which ignores ‘ natures” altogether. | 

oe (The italics in my quotations from Spiritual Pluralism are Mr. a. 
Ricnardson’s own.) a Oe edi a 


NOTE B (p. 190) 





: 
os A personal. disclaimer on Professor Taylor’s part and anche 
_ more careful examination of parallel passages in Mr, Brad- sateen 

oe Teyts: work have convinced me that the statements quoted are 4 
not intended in a strictly Berkeleian sense. They are probs. 
fae ‘ably meant to emphasise. the meaninglessness of a worlds: ! 
: | . entirely unrelated to sentience, which is substantially. the argu- Poe 
oe iment oF omy sixth lecture. But the form of expression Bos a 
eae certainly misleading... a a a ee 











"NOTE . IDEALISM AND MENTALISM 






| es may ‘not be amiss ‘to remind the reader. that. the eer 
of Lecture. x: is to be taken in connection with the strong 
emphasis laid ‘throughout the volume. on the meaninglessness, Ps 
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the achsenstcality one might say, s a world froga hick feel- : 


ing and appreciation should be. absent, and in. confection also 


with the recurring polemic against the idea of *the thing-in- 
itself apart from knowledge. Just becauses the centrality of 
; intelligence, as the sole pr inciple of explanation and unity, had 
_ been so insistently dwelt upon throughout, ang mst recently 







in the summary of the argument in the preceding lecture, ae 


‘I have been perhaps less careful of my phraseology in this 
particular discussion than I ought to have been. Noe 
ing sould be further from my intention than’ to treat ffe 







material world as a set of self-existent facts, which bast Sas 
: happen to be there, and which the conscious mind—another © 


empirical fact—just stumbles upon in the ,course of its life- 
adventure, I do not hold the realistic créed as formulated 
by a recent disciple, that the universe is ‘a box containing 
many and different contents.’ I am indebted, tNerefore, to 
Professor Bosanquet for calling my attention (in his review 
of my book in Mind) toa ae which, taken by itself, might - 
‘seem to re-introduce the unrelated dualism against whigh 


- had contended, by speaking of the existence of things ‘entirely _ 
apart from their being known.’ The phrase occurred ina 
context which dealt primarily with the knowledge of this or 
oe that individual, but I recognise its undesirability, and words 
Od are now substituted (on p. 192) which limit my meaning and 


: make the reference to. Berkeley’s instance clear. A have also 


oS modified the phraseology of a sentence on p. 200. ene 
Be general purpose of the Lecture, . LT may add, “was os ake hes 


ee disentangle. the philosophical doctrine of Idealism from the 
a epistemological heresy of Subjective. Idealism or. Mentalism, 2c 
Ao and, further, to show that philosophical arguments based. on oe : 
cognition alone can yield us only a formal or abstract | unity, 
"These two issues are not quite the same, although Green’s 
view of nature as a system of thought-relations formed Bers: 
- maturad ‘transition. from the one jo the other. Perhaps” ee gue 
might have conduced to greater cltarness, had the epistemo- — | 
logical debate between Mentalism and Realism been more fully — ce 











































































: "developed | in terms of. contemporary controversy and the eritin BUS 





_cism: ue Green reserved | Aor. another context, when ate ee) 
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x justice nigh have: been’ done: to the various aspects 6e: his 
system. Historically Green’ Ss philosophy | ‘was an avowed oe 
- 2 polemic against Mentalism of the Berkeleian or Humian type. 2g) 
+ But his Kantjan*dualism between thought and sense and his 
hesitating treatment of sensation seem to lead him back toa 
oN species of Subjectivism — ee Oe eee ee 
Tn an article which 1 wrote in peply.a to certain criticisms me 
ee (Minds January 1919), the epistemological argument is a little — i 
gore fully stated, and it may be useful to. incarporate. afew. 
oe paragraphs here. They may help to clear up the serfSe in 
- which the independence of the object is asserted and the 
Sos, grounds on which the assertion is made. Speaking oh the 
_ Berkeley-Mill-Bain analysis of matter into forms of conscious er 
| “process or actual and possible experience, which one of mye 
fo eles CPIEIES appeared to accept, I said: There is nothing which I~ oe 
lowes)... Delieve. tobe epistemologically more unsound than this iden- 
ae tification of the knower’s knowledge or experience with the 
oo reality of the object he knows. Knowledge, experience, ¢on-_ 
Scisusness—all such terms—contain in their very essence a 
reference beyond the subjective process to a reality known or 
experienced in that process. They all point beyond them- 
selves to an object whose reality is not constituted by the : 
a knowing but presupposed by it, and in that sense independent Pare 
of it. This is, I hold, the irreducible truth in Realism, and it = => 
will be found that the very language ~ised by the Mentalists Sa 
- often betrays the confusion on which their position reSts. nee 
ee When, for example, Dean Rashdall says ‘ Matter, as we know. ons 
it, can always be analysed away into a form of conscious ex- 
perience,’ a critic might easily retort that the proposition isines 5S 
_ effect an identical one, for ‘matter, as we know it, is taken 
In it as equivalent to ‘our knowledge of. matter ’. Or, again, on 
we are told, that if we think of matter in the sense of the > 
Idealist, we must think of it as. ‘ existing only in and-for — 7 
: Mind’. ‘But there is, oremay be, a great*difference Between — ee 
in and‘ for’. An object, when sensed or in any: way experi- oe 
“enced, may intelligibly be said to exist. for the mind in ques- 
tion or to be present fo it; but it is contrary. to philosophical ee 
cand scientific analysis ¢ no > Tess. ‘than to. common ‘sense. to de- Sas 
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scribe the ehjce! as in the mind. ‘Such a form He expression a 
really depends upon the unfounded (and, let us hope, now ex- 





ploded) dogma that we cannot know a, thing without actually oe 


_ being the thing, or unless the thing migrate’ over into us and 
becomes part of our own being. From this follows, in the 
first instance, the doctrine of, ‘Representative eee which | 







in turn gives place to Subjective Idealism. But. { we refuse * | z 
to yield te this unfounded prejudice at the outset, we shall not a eee 
be tempted to sacrifice the reality of the object by reduging g Es: oo | 


to aprocess in the knowing mind. We shall be able to recog- 
nise that the reality of ihe fact known is everywhere fhe A 
precondition of the fact of our knowing it and not vice versa. 
This is so obvious in our own case that the second word of 
| the Mentalist is always the retractation of his first. He hastens 
_ to assure us that the identification of the object with the mental 
experience is of course not true in the case of any finite mind 
whose experiences come and go, have a beginning and an 
end. To make the theorem true we have to imagine the all- 
_ sustaining »experience of a divine or cosmic consciousstss? 
But if this transference of the issue appears at first sight to 


make the argument more plausible, that is only, as I have > ne 


argued, because in our statement of the new case we have 


_ insensibly altered the conditions. Under one set of phrases _ 


a or another, we attribute to such a cosmic consciousness a. 


| productive or creative activity which confers upon the objects 


| of its thought just that stability and relative independence | si ea eI ae a 
which we recognise in the object of ourown knowledge, andin 
- virtue of which these cosmic objects, as I may call them, are... 








supposed to be capable of becoming common objects to any 
~ number of finite minds. But, even so, the theory immediately = 
oe _ breaks down on closer examination ; for, if we give it the mean- eee ery 


























roa ing. which makes it persuasive, it implies, in the case of any so- oad 


called object, the identity, or at least the complete resemblance, RC aes 
0: the’ divine and>the human mode of experience. But how 
“can we identify our own sense-experience of the external world He 
oo with the mode in which Nature enters into a divine experience? 2 
a Hence the theory tends to change its form. ‘The object. and 
y the BensanOn, are no olonger taken, in 1 Berkeley’ s phrase, 4 as | ane 
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ee same thing’: the sense-experience oe the finite consciousness ve Mo 
Je 4s ‘represetted - as the immediate result of the divine Will, 

: and: the realfty and independence of the object is now placed 
eee Te the - ‘permanent. exciting cause of the. experience. Ba 
Oe with this: acknowledgment . of an extra-mental reality, We 
have: abartlongd. the principle: on which Mentalism: ‘stands. 
The” weakfess of the new version. ‘is, moreover, that) the 004". 
ahaa reference to bare Will, does not. explain: ‘the partjcularity— " 
_ the nature—of the occurrences. But, seeing that, what is willed 
oo Msugposed to be consciously. willed, the character of the events 
ar what may be called the scheme, of operations as a whole © B 
oe must, be somehow present to the divine Mind; and that* raises. 
once more the question of ‘how’. When Berkeley grapples oe 
intermittently wifh this question in Saris, his reflections sem 
- to be leading him to a view not far removed from Platonic 
Realism. ¢ a ae 
ret It was accordingly the epislemploeieal falsity, as it ae to. 
os me, of the mentalistic argument in its original form and _ the: 
— -ambhiguity of all the attempts to re-state it in cosmic terms— ae 
as well as the exiguous nature of the result attainable by such 
a mode of reasoning, even if its validity were granted—that 
- made me anxious to keep my own argument free from such > : 
_ entangling associations. But I did not on that account intend 

_ for a moment to assert the metaphysical self-existence, as I oa 
vio taay term it, of material things. Modern Realists probably 
eho Ss stend as. @ rule to do so, but. the idea’ of the universe as a a 

mere aggregate of independent existences, whether these exist- oe 
ences be minds or things, is to me ultimately unthinkable; and, 
of course, the materialistic form of such an idea—as if the Gl 
ae - universe consisted of ‘bits of unrelated stuff lying about ’— Lane 
wo ds the precise antithesis of everything I have ever taught. _ ‘ Es | ee 
sential relatedness’ is the conception which I oppose to the 
Ae figment of the unrelated (and therefore ultimately unknow- 
ee a able) thing in itself, on, which I have poured unmitigated ee 
scorn. Things exist as they. are known by mind, and they‘ may ees 
~ be: said to exist in order to be so. known and. appreciated. The 
this sense | all things exist for mind, but my point is that they doe: 
exist; a. ahing 3 is not itself * ‘a 2 form of conscious SEDETIENCE,, a 
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as that 4s to say, of the being of the expegiencing mind. 
Finite minds require an environment by which. they’ are shaped. 
and from which they receive their content, and i? j is ultimately | 
nonsensical to seek to represent the environment as a state or. 
process of the mind itself. We do not dream of. doing so in 
the case of the social environment; a0 form. of*Subjective . 
Idealism has been consistent enough to ‘analyse Sway’ other 2 
_ selves inta forms of the conscious experience of the subject by 


| ot W hom they are known and whom they influence. Why, theg, 





_shouttd we so treat that other environment of external naitelte,? | 
which presents itself so wbviously to unsophisticated pedle 
as an independent reality with which they are in relation? — 

















— 


My natural realism consists, first of all, in refusing to ob- 


literate this manifest distinctness in existence, as the Men- 
| talistic argument constantly tends to do, and, secondly, in 
declining to follow the seductive example of the P&n-psychists — 
who, while accepting a real independence or distinctness, trans- 


- mute the apparently unconscious system of nature into a 
multitude of infinitesimally conscious centres. My diffeelt=- << 
with Pan-psychism is that if we are in earnest with the 


— _ spiritual or psychic nature of the monads, we lose once more, Ls 


_as in Mentalism, the idea of environment, in the sense in which 
jt seems to be involved in the existence of a finite spirit. In one 


"sense, doubtless, it may be contended that Pan-psychism does 
provide an environmegt dor the individual, to wit, the social 


environment constituted by all the other co- -exigting monads. 















































But the social environment is, in our experience, based upon” 

the natural. Spirits, for their individuation, self-expression 
and intercomunication, appear to require bodies and the system 
of nature in which these bodies are rooted; and to resolve these 
bodies and the whole material world into little minds is the = 
ae beginning of an infinite progress. These little minds in turn fee eee: 
imply some medium in which they are e shiapert and Hhrough: chee 


a omigh Hey. can act. Cem 
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. . deal of déscussion ot 
opm has. been defined i in an apt phrase. by Professor. Bosanquet : 
oe ag * tha. teleological status of finite spirits in the uniyerse’, and 
as such it formed the subject of debate at one of the annual a 

oS Smfosia ofthe Aristotelian Society in July. 1918. As actu- ae 
aly formulated for discussion, the question proposed took the — 

" somewhat technical, and, as it proved, not altogether fnam- 

_ biguous form, ‘Do finite individuals possess a substantive or 

an adjectival mode of being? ’, ’ but the vital issue underlying a 
this abstract formula was (again in Professor Bosanquet’s. 
words) thé ‘real contrast of tendency’, ‘the distinction bee 
tween two attitudes to life’, on which I had dwelt in Lec- 





-NoTE’y D. ‘THE “ABSOLUTE AND ‘THE FINITE. 
. INDIVIDUAL 


Tectutes sav and XV have been We subject of a toad eae 
he central question of these fectures 


tures XIV and XV. The Symposium consisted of papers by 


. «Prafessor Bosanquet, myself, Professor Stout and Viscount | 


Haldane (in the order given) concluding with a Reply by | 


Professor Bosanquet. The first four papers are included in , 
the volume of the Society’s Proceedings for 1917-18, and the 


whole Symposium has been republished separately in the a 


volume Life and Individuality, edited for the See by 
_ Professor Wildon Carr. ro 
IT may be permitted here to (eincenite a page or two. feet . 
my own confribution as an extension or further enforcement = 
of the argument in the Lectures. An illustration used .by) °°... 
Professor Bosanquet i in his introductory paper. will best i intro- oe 
os . duce my remarks. Sa) 
- £ A simple analogy from knowledge (he: said) supports othe oe 
ise conception that the perfection of the-finite individual would =~ 
imply a change i in his identity, and possibly an absorption into ee 
cos x another’ s. If my philosophy were made complete artd self- cae 
consistent, I am sure m§ critics would admit, it could no 
longer be identified with that which I profess as mine; but = - 
would probably amalgamate with that. of. some one else, and 008 
in the ead with that oF all. fT do not know y why the same 







































should: not be the case with myself? . (Lite and, Finite Indi- : d 
_viduality, p. 99.) - Mag 
‘The use oe such an analogy could not b 
- pression of the extent to which Professor 
theory depends: on a too exclusive refer 
analysis of knowledge. But the logical analysis of &nowledge oe 
{ (I wrote) ‘yields us no more than the Kantian unity of +. 
‘++  apperception, which, as such, is no real self (whether hye" 
| man or diving). but simply the ideal unity of systematised. co 
2 knowledge. Kant himself equates the subjective unity with ie | 
idea of Nature asa * Natyr-einheit ’ or systematic unity. Ityis 
the idéa of the unity of the universe as an intelligible system, 
an idea which Kant insists is a necessary idea, the necessary 
_. presupposition of any knowledge whatsoever* Tam far from 
en disparaging the importance of this conception in its proper 
reference in logic or epistemology; but to treat thy postulate | ae 
of knowledge as itself a real being—the so-called universal con- oe 
_ scioyisness——is in effect to hypostatise an abstraction. And | 
if we restrjct our attention to knowledge-content, there j ign 
ground discernible for the distinction and multiplication of 
_ personalities. These are at best only different points of view— 
_ peepholes, so to speak—from which an identical content is 
_ contemplated. They are distinguishable, therefore, only by the — 
greater range of content which they command and the greater 
- eoheregce which they are consequently able to introduce > 
into their world-scheme. The natural consummation of such 
_ Kimited points of view is to be pieced together and hare 0 es 
 monised i in the central or universal viewpoint from which, with = = 
all the facts before us, we should be able to see them all in es oe 
their proper relations as a completely coherent system. T he ee 
existence of finite centres at all is a superfluity for the theory, ce 
which accepts it (somewhat ungraciously) as a fact swhich.e°. 
cannot well be denied, but a distinction whose * precarious and ee 
mpertentl nature | weit cannot sufficiently emphasise. | hat a es 
ae ~My position, on the contrary, is*that belief in. the relative “f 
: independence. ‘ot human personalities and. belief in. the sexste ee 
ence of God as a living Being are bound up together. This 20. 
ote ir ieierpret the > meaning of creation. |The: process: ¢ at the finite ae 


ut confirm my im 
Basanquet’s general 
ence to the logical — 





























rer 
































ae | 428 | _ SUPPLEMENTARY 1 NOTES 


eee onworld: means he actual origination oF new. centiel: of. ite and! & 
: agency, not created by a magical word of evocation, but given | 
Oe the: opportuntty - to make themselves. Professor Bosanquet in 
his chapters og the ‘ Moulding of Souls’, describes this. process — 
| _ suggestively as one of ‘ eliciting our own souls from their out: 
sides’, but*he admits. later that ‘ ‘ glicit ” though a. pseful word, 
“covers. ant almost miraculous. creation which | ate does” “aoe” 
ae explain”. The process js in truth not simply ‘almost’ put. 
 ygholly: miraculous, if by that is meant that, inthe nature of - 
thé case, we, who are its products, ‘cannot understand?” the 
-. m@hod of our own creation any «nore ‘than we. can. fully 
ae reconcile to ourselves the separateness and moral independence 








ence which is involved. from the beginning and persists to the 
end, But the process goes on daily before our eyes in. every. 
case of thé growth of a mind, and my contention is that it is 


¢ to an otherwise intelligible scheme of things, but as itself,the 
~—Hilumeinative fact in which the meaning of the whole nme 
—f process may be read. | 

lg ae Professor Bosanquet says, ‘I cannot believe that the supreme _ 


perience myself to be’. But to put the case in that way is 
hardly to put it fairly. It is not I, ‘such as I experience 
aes perfections on its head’, which can be conceived as the end of © 


the Absolute (and apparently the finished result of all its 


A come, the spirit with its ‘infinite potentialities and aspirations — 
and the consciousness of ats OWN impérfections, which is the 


ea This is what Professor Bosanquet means by the ‘ intentional’ - 
: als: opposed to the ‘ givens, unity of the self. Our ubity, te 


mand ge a. ‘pretension ’ which. is never made. good. And he 
takes the Tine. of arguing that because. the. desire for immor 


ae of the status achieved with the relation of creaturely depend- — ‘uke 





to be accepted, not as an unexplained and puzzling exception » a 


end of the Absolute is to give rise to beings such as I ex- oe 


myself to be’, or, as he puts it im the previqus page, the a : 
.. finite spirit ‘gs it stands and experiences itself with all its fmn- 


- pains) ; it is the spirit as God knows it and intends ta to” be-- as ; a H dfs 
. fulcrum of its advance and the guarantee ofa nobler future. | eS oo 


says, is ‘a puzzle and an“unsatisfied aspiration ’"—it is a ade © ae 






| fi SO fa as it 1S. conceived i in a a religions: spirit and deserves. Ss 











serious considebation,: is not a. ‘dae for the perpetuation and | 






_ stereotyping of my present self in all its povertyfand mean- 
ness, but rather a desire to be fashioned more an@ more in the 


likeness of a perfect humanity, therefore ¥ is. not a desire — 
for personal continuance at all, but, ‘strictly ” speaking, Heo. 
seems to. say, inconsistent with it. It is idegtiii&tion with 







perfection which we seek, in the sense of mergifg our own 3 
o. personality altogether in that of the Perfect Being. «As he 


a Buts: it in his. Gifford Lecture, it is not ‘ our’ personality b 
“a. ’ wergonality, whose eternity the moral and religious’ 2 : 
sciousness demands, and 0 it is ‘no puzzle’, he concludés,  _ 
an o “faith as vague. as all unsweet ae to offer the eternal. 
 peality of the Absolute as that cenlieation ef ourself which 
we instinctively demand and desire.’ Surely this is to misread — 
the situation. Because I desire to be made more and more 
in the likeness of God, I do not therefore desire ¥o be God. 
The development of a personality in knowledge and goodness. 
_ does not take place through confluence with other personalities, 
_ nor is its goal and cousummation to yield up its proper ene 
and be ‘blended with innumerable other selves’ in the Abso- 


lute. In spite of Professor Bosanquet’s. fresh attempts at Se 


ne justification, and in spite of the ecstatic utterances of the we 


mystics, I maintain that the idea of blending or. absorption — es 


_ depends entirely on material analogies which can have no ap- 


- plicatiop in the case of selves. ‘1 surrender my soul heartily _ oe 


| ae to Az0d,’ wrote Labadie, the French Pietist, in his Jast will and — : 


a testament, ‘giving it back like a drop of water fo its source, ee ages 
Sais and rest confident i in Him, praying God, my origin andocean, 


oe that He will take me unto Himself and engulf me ‘eternally 


“oie the divine abyss of His Being” The physical metaphor aon, 
ms dominates the whole. conception. | But. absorption or. ‘ engulf- ceo 
: ment¢, in the case. ‘of: a spiritual being, ‘means only the ex pee 
tinction of one centre of intelligence and love, without any = . 
- conceivable gain to other intelligencgs. or to. the content of thes was 























































universe as a whole. Did Labadie * “suppose. that he had not ene : 
ee already his being i in. God, or. that. a union founded i in knowl- 


5 edge. and love and conscious service is not closer and more 
intimate 2 by | far than any atch can Be. > represented byt the 
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“fkton of: ‘Shatedial things? | ‘Did he suppose that. the engulf: | 
ment of his private being could i in any way. enrich the fontal 7 
- Life from. which it sprang? Surely his value to God, or that 


sonality of tHe worshipper. - he existence of an individual — 


Lena Centre. of knowledge and feeling is in itself an enrichment of 
a * the universe, and the clearer and” intenser the flathe of the i in- 


one Obe Wy one. "In the society of such individuals, and_ win éheir _ 
emerge, and it is not personal vanity which suggests that for | 
which no solitary perfection or contemplative oy could ee 


yield. 


e 


td 


| cto = NOTEE. GOD AND THE ABSOLUTE 


Various. critics have: referred to the fact that these two 


in the course of a very sympathetic article by Professor H. R. 
Mackintosh in the C ontemporary Review for December 1917. 


of: any other worshipping saint, must be held to lie i in the. ‘per- 


ee dividua] life, the greater proportionally the enrichment. To as 
merge or blend such centres is simply to “put. out: “the lights a 


cogmunion with God, the supreme values of the ‘universe See 


the Absolute such communion must possess a living value ee 


terms are apparently used in the Lectures interchangeably. | 
‘The fullest criticism of my terminology in this respect occurs _ 


pegs He shows by a collation of passages ‘tht the two “terms | appear 
to be directly equated with one another, and he urges that — | 
_ such sheer identification is inconsistent with the ethical Theism ee 
8 with which my argument concludes. The apparent equation” ee 
leads Professor Widgery, i in the Indian Philosophical Review, ae 
ee No. 1, to attack my position as undiluted ‘Absolutism ’. oP rose, 
_ fessor Bosanquet and Dean Rashdall have commented, dtomee 
ae different points of view, on the same usage. It would perhaps. 
be more correct to say that J frequently uge the terme indif- ye oe 
Be ~ ferently than that I expressly identify them. And in some of > 
the passages, as when I speak, for example, of ‘a principle af 


explanation which we name the Absolute or God’, or, again, o 





| se ‘the “conception of a rerum natura, , whether | we call it ao ma 
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Nature, the Absolute, or. God’ the ‘ or’ “may aps, I think, 


eS be: taken as. chronicling. a variation in- philosop ical usage, — 
2 which is unessential for the point under discussion, rather than 

as indicating a personal view of the precise tequjvalence of the 
+ terms. As a matter of fact, the two terms in qpiestion are 
= plainly not precise equivaleyts i inl the Sense thut the one may, P28 
be substituted for the other in any context; and Sn examina- 
tion of the variations in my own usage would indicate, oy 
believe, a growing differentiation between the two as fe 
_argdimert ‘proceeds. This is partly due to the: “progressive — 
nature of my argument which Professor Mackintosh rightly a 
‘ signalises, and. on which I may be ‘permitted for a moment _ 


to dwell. The whole of the first series of leetures was devoted 

to the establishment, as against ‘Naturalism, of the general 
position of Idealism. The argument did not go peyond the 
world of finite experience: it was content to recognise in the 


_ process of that world an indwelling reason and purpose. ‘God 

as 4mmanent,’ I said, in opening the second series, might be a 
_ described as the next of the first year’s lectures; but, star; 
the further issue between an impersonal Absolutism and _ 


a Theism which should be at once ethical and religious re- 


| mained undetermined. All the more distinctively speculative 

questions as to the meaning of creation, the degree of inde- 

pendence compatible with a derived existence, the possibility | 
and nature of a diving experience—these and other cognate 


questions all remained to be dealt with in the ¢ second series. 


.. Inadequate as must inevitably be the treatment of such prob- " ay 
ee lems, the questions were at least faced and considered, and it~. ee 
seems to me on reflection that the sifting of the difficulties. ee 
helped to clarify my own thought, making. distinctions clearer 
and more explicit, and thus insensibly_ superseding: phrases - ree 
 -WhicH bore an. intelligible meaning in the earlier context in 
which they occurred. Something of this kind happened, L. ACRE ULE O 
7 think, with the ternts ‘ God’ and ‘ the Absolute’ when the fact eee 
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: of the divine transcendence became as obvious as. the: doctrine ee 


: of immanence dwelt on in the earlier series. But, in spite of — eee 
this: differentiation, the two terms will undoubtedly be found es 
used: from time to time as. s interchangeable even to > the end; nes 
































432, : "SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES 


7 and Saliass [may be able to Leg that the usage ‘fs defensible : 


o : and need chuse no real confusion of thought. 


a 


Why, it my be asked, retain at all a term like the Absolute, ieee 
: apparently so. ambiguous in its import and so questionable i in 
ce AS: antecedents? Dean Rashdall would prefer to dispense with | 
eit altogether amd to speak. simply . of ‘the Universe’, which he 
“would thenf describe as consisting of ‘God and the finite 
Dee centres”. There is an apparent simplification here which is 
- agtractive; but it is a simplification reached, it,seems to me, _ 
byPsacrificing” the conception of immanence, and reverting” to A 
- putely deistic view of the relation of God to the spirits whom 
He is said to create. ‘Universe’ is, moreover, too cold and 
threadbare a term, to serve as the ultimate designation of the | 
living Fact we seek to name. Etymologically, no doubt, it 
was. intended to imply the unity and system of the whole, as — 
opposed td” what Carlyle called a multiverse or chaos. But 
the implication hardly survives in ordinary usage, and the 


term is perhaps most commonly used not as an all-inclusive 


™ “~—~terne=but of the world as distinguished from God, ats primary 


suggestion being that of the immeasurable fields of space dotted / 
with innumerable suns and planets. In any case, its associa- — 


tions are with the ‘bad’ infinite, the endless progress; it lacks 


almost entirely the suggestion of a self-contained and inter- 
nally organised whole, beyond which there is nothing. The | 
- latter is the true philosophical mearwing of the Absolute, and 
it is well to have a term to express just this meaning. For 4ny 
idealist or spiritual view, reality is a systematic whole of this — 
description. such a theory as I have tried to expound finds it 
impossible to take God and the world as two separate and in- 
eres dependently existing facts. A deistically conceived God, exist- 
ing in solitary state before the world was, and to whom the 
finite world bears only a contingent relation is, I have insisted, 
a figment of the logical imagination. God exists only as A 
- self-communicating Life :in theological language, creatiqgn is 
Loy an eternal act or. process—a process: which must be ultimately a ee 
ee understood not as the making of something out of nothing - 
but as a self-revelation of the divine in and to finite spirits. ee 
eS Such, 1 I said, is “the eternal fashion of the « cosmic life’. hie, passed 
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; then, “is the true Absolute, a term which would he inapplicable 
to the transcendent God of an abstract monotheisr# but which 
is not unfitly applied to the sweep of a Life Which realises — 
itself in and through the process of the finite world, as con- 
-summated in the divine sonship of man. It is alwa s, I think, 
of God as thus organic to the world that the term ‘the Abso- » 
lute’ is used in my volume, and Professor Wardls hyphened or 
phrase ‘ God-and-the-world ” would therefore exactly express | 
the meaning B had intended to convey. ee 
If is plain that the process involves a real otherness 1 in 1 fhe ote 
finite, selves and this is strongly emphasised in my argunsent. ao 
I have protested against the monism which treats the indi-  * 
vidual selves as merely the channels through which a single + | 
universal consciousness thinks and acts—masks, as it were, 
of the one actor who takes all the parts in the cosmic drama. 
‘And I have protested equally against the opposite “dea, which 
denies any divine self-consciousness except that which is. 
readised in the finite individuals. My argument presupposes  ° 
at every turn a comprehensive divine experience which isesther=™ * 
_ than, and infinitely more than, that of any finite self or of all. | . 
finite selves collectively, if their several contributions could Cae 
be somehow pieced together. If the first view abolishes the 
reality of the finite selves, the second recognises them alone as 
real, reducing God to the status of an abstract universal. In 
ie opposition to these twe extremes I maintain, as I have always ne ee a 
_.- maintained, the real individuality and ethical independence of = 
the finite selves as the fundamental condition of the moral life; DES 
and I accept at the same time the reality ofadivine or perfect = 
- consciousness, because the process of human experience and Deere ty 
the possibility of progress in goodness and truth remain tome Ses 
Pa o inexplicable, unless the finite creature is grounded in and il leg se 
| as —Yuminated by such a creative Spirit. ~The otherness which I ; : : ee aes 
ia ae recbdgnise is, of course, most conspicuous when regarded from | Sige | ee 
the. side of will, btit it must be admitted to hold good through 
the whole range of self-conscious experience. “No mental exe 0 
: - a perience Sf mine can, in. the. sense in which it is my ‘experience, : aa i. 
form part of the: experience of any other mind. _ Uniqueness ree 
ee belongs ¢ to ) the sake notion of a Sele: or consciousness. acs elt oe ee 
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a 


— which includes, all «ninds’, and of man as, in that sense, ‘a part 


"finite | centre§ form part, as such, of the absolute experience, 


~ discussion. 
- <whie might lead us to say that ‘all the conclusions which 
-any other spirit.’ God means, for philosophy at all events, 


~ their appropriation and enjoyment. Truth, Beauty, Goodne$s 


o 


ft Oe, several immediacies’ 


 geedings. of the Aristotelian Sacer. vol. xviii, Pe ae : oe : 


_ being so, ie follows follows, t might say, ex vi dehinint that = 
as Dean Raghdall contends, it is ‘meaningless to speak of one 
_ consciousness*as ‘included i in another,’ or to. speak of ‘ a Mind 


of God’, Even those who, like Mr. Bradley, speak exclusively 
of the Absolute, do net suggest that the experiences of the _ 


eee oe only as, in some fashion, supplemented, transmuted, har- “ 
poe + meonisgd.* 1 They could only form part, as such, ef a divine or 
Te absolute consciousness, if that consciousness is identified “and 28° 
raahe equated with the collectivity of the finite centres in which its 
ig said to realise itself; and in that case there would be HO), 
divine or absolute experience at-all in the sense of the present : 


ee But while we recognise that the experiences of finite selves i 

ee do not form part of the divine experience in the same sense _ 
in which they are the experiences of the selves in question, it 
is well to be on our guard against the implications of language 


are applicable to each particular self in his relation to another 
seem to be equally applicable to the relation between God and 


not simply or primarily the existence of another self- conscious 
Being, but rather the infinite values of which His life is the 
eternal fruition and which are freely offered to all spixits As fe 


_ _Love—these constitute the being of God—‘ the fulness of the oe 
Godhead,’ brokenly manifested in this world of time. God > 

co is Love.? “God Himself,’ said St. Bernard, ‘ 4s. manifested in cae a vs 
_ His wisdom and His goodness, for God consists. of these Hig: ee 
a attributes.’ Both God and man in fact become bare points of 
ope mere oastence—paboseble abstractions—if we try to separaté ee 


oo “1¢F. Exsays. on Truth and ality, Pp. 413, ‘otberwise theh 9 Gn t their oF a 


Se is ‘called the ‘Good: not in ee. sense ‘that rod isa ee Pe ofits Mies 
Good is it. Cf. Professor Taylor's paper on “ Proclus : in the Pro- Rae: 
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ea from*one another and from the structural clements of | 


their common life. Hence, in speaking of God in "His relation 


to the world, the expressions I use Py prefererfce are rather 


such as ‘ the containing life’ (p. 225), “the sustaining and con- 
_ taining Life of all the worlds’ (p. 389), ‘the ultimate Experi- 


ence on which we depend’ {p. 364). £ speak ef ‘ the creative | 


_and informing Spirit’ (p. 363), ‘the universal lite? in which 
the finite individuals share (p. 390), ‘the nature of thé whole’ 
on which they draw (p. 383), ‘the fontal life of God’ (p, 2949; 


and’I describe that life—metaphorically, no doubt—in opposi- | 


tion fo Professor Bosanquet’s analogy of a continuum, as # the 
focal unity of a world of self-conscious worlds to which it is” 
not only their sustaining substance but the iilumination of their” 
lives’ (p. 297). Some of these expressions are doubtless open 
to criticism, and I do not put forward any of them as faultless, 
but what the phrases aim at is to keep in view at once the 
. transcendent being of God for Himself, which we inadequately 
figwre to ourselves as a self-consciousness or personality on the 


model of sur own, and the creative and illuminative attivity 


of the same Spirit in the beings which live, and are sustained 
in life, only through its self-communicating presence. 
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